


Calendar No. 2038 


84rH CONGRESS } SENATE REPORT 
2d Session No. 2014 





PROVIDING FOR THE TRAINING OF PERSONNEL FOR 
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Mr. Payne, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 
[To accompany 8. 2379] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2379) to promote the fishing industry in the 
United States and its Territories by providing for the training of 
needed personnel for such industry, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon with an amendment and recommend that 
the bill as amended do pass. 

The bill would provide funds, ways and means to assist public and 
nonprofit universities and colleges in the United States and territories, 
to promote the education and training of personnel (including scien- 
tists, technicians, and teachers) needed in the field of commercial 
fisheries. 

That secondary and vocational schools, universities, and colleges of 
the various States and Territories receiving benefits, are required to 
match funds authorized by 100 percent for the educational and 
training programs provided for under the act. 

The funds provided for under this act will be administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior and apportioned by the Secretary on an 
equitable basis among the several States and Territories having special 
interest in fisheries. 

The amendments are as follows: 

On page 2, line 2, after “including” insert “scientists,”’. 

On page 2, line 3, strike out ‘fishing’ and insert in lieu thereof 
“fisheries”. 

On page 2, between lines 23 and 24 insert the following new sub- 
section: 


(d) The several States and Territories, in order to receive 
the benefits of this section, shall be required to match by 
State or local funds or both 100 per centum of the appropri- 
ations made under authority of this section. 
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2 TRAINING OF PERSONNEL FOR FISHING INDUSTRY 


On page 3, line 3, strike out “$375,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$550,000”; and in the same line after “education” insert “and ex- 
tension service”. 


EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS 


The major proposal for modifying the bill was that it should be 
written so as to put the program provided for in section 1 on a 50-50 
Federal-State matching basis. Inasmuch as section 2 of the bill is an 
amendment to the Vocational Education Act of 1946 the funds au- 
thorized under that section would be granted on a 50-50 matching 
basis. In order to make the two sections correspond in this respect, 
an amendment has been made to include the same matching provision. 

The hearings clearly indicated the importance of education and 
training at the secondary and vocational school level. To stress this, 
it was recommended that the funds authorized by section 2 of the bill 
be increased from the $375,000 in the bill as introduced to $550,000 
yearly, which is the same as the amount authorized in section 1 for 
training at the college level. It is believed that the record amply 
supports this change and accordingly an amendment has been made 
to accomplish this result. 

Several other amendments were proposed, three of which are fully 
supported by the record and have therefore been made. It was sug- 
gested that the language of section 1 of the bill should be broadened 
to some extent to insure that the measure would not be construed as 
limiting the college level, education, and training program. To 
accomplish this, on page 2, lne 2 the word “scientists,” has been 
inserted in the parenthesis before the word “technicians”. 

On line 3, page 2, the phrase “commercial fishing” has been changed 
to read ‘commercial fisheries”. This change ao insure against the 
possibility of limiting the bill to inshore fishing. 

Finally, the hearings clearly indicate the need for a fisheries exten- 
sion service. However, Senator Payne pointed out that we must be 
careful to avoid putting the cart before the horse and that an efficient 
extension service would require trained personnel, which are not now 
available. Therefore, it appears that a full extension-service program 
should follow the development of the program authorized in this bill. 
The record further indicates that some States may be presently 
equipped and staffed to operate an extension service. For this reason 
it is believed that permissive authority to use section 2 funds for such 
work should be included. Therefore, on page 3, line 3, after the word 
“education” the words “and extension service” have been inserted. 


BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION 


Hearings were held from March 19 through March 26 with testi- 
mony from interested parties from all sections of the country. The 
testimony was virtually unanimous in support of the bill with the 
exception of a somewhat adverse departmental report. 

The fishing industry has been a part of the American economy from 
the very beginning. Fishing was conducted on the Atlantic coast of 
the North American Continent by several European nations long be- 
fore there were any settlements in the New World. When the James- 
town and Plymouth Colonies were established, fishing was one of the 
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key means of livelihood of the people. From that day to this the 
fishing industry has occupied an important role in our economy as one 
of the principal sources of high protein food products. 

When Senator Payne introduced S. 2379 on June 30, 1955, he stated 
on the Senate floor in part as follows: 


Probably no phase of our commercial fishery industries has 
received less attention than the development of progressive 
fishery educational facilities in this country. ereas this 
field of vocational and academic training has received growing 
attention and action in other major fishery producing nations, 
the meager facilities in this country have remained almost 
unchanged during the past three decades. 

This inadequacy has left a serious mark on the efficiency 
of the industry, but just as important has been its effect on 
the management aiid conservation of our fishery resources. 
At no time has this been better illustrated than by the cur- 
rent difficulties being experienced by Government in its 
management staffing program. 

As the world’s fishery industries become more advanced 
technologically, this serious deficiency in educational facili- 
ties is becoming more pronounced and can exert an even 
more serious effect on this Nation’s standing as a major 
fish producing and processing factor. While this condition 
merits immediate consideration because of the importance 
of the fisheries contribution to the gross national product, 
it can be even more serious in that it can adversely affect onr 
independence for protein food from foreign sources during 
periods of international emergencies. 


The above remarks by Senator Payne are an excellent summary of 
the situation revealed at the hearings held by the committee. That 
foreign nations are actively promoting fisheries training and educa- 
tion was amply demonstrated. That the United States has for all 
intents and purposes done nothing in this field was also amply demon- 
strated. 

In a statement to the committee Mr. Thomas D. Rice, executive 
secretary of the Massachusetts Fisheries Association, Inc., pointed out 
how effectively educational programs have benefited agriculture and 
indicated what similar programs could do for the fisheries. Mr. Rice’s 
remarks on this subject were as follows: 


The vocational and academic training programs presently 
functioning under the direction and the sponsorship of the 
United States Department of Agriculture have improved 
upon and expanded the eating habits of all in the United 
States. The training programs were coordinated with the 
scientific studies of plant and animal life conducted by the 
Department’s staff of scientists. The end result has been 
greater efficiency in the production of land foods and a 
broader understanding by the farmer of the whims of nature 
which has increased his ability to exploit such vagaries to his 
own betterment. The crop-rotation plan developed by the 
Department of Agriculture is an excellent example of what 
a farm-education program can accomplish. 

We need the same structure of education in the fishing 
industry. A great deal can be done to increase the efficiency 
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and the value of the industrial use of the resources of the sea. 
We need a practical educational program that begins in the 
fishing ports of the Nation by the inauguration of extension 
courses so that those already working in the fishing industry 
can acquire new ideas, new and efficient methods of catching 
and preparing for market, the commodities they produce. 
We need vocational training courses in our high schools and 
at the trade-school level to attract the youth of our country 
into our industry. In this connection I must hasten to add 
that this prospective field of employment has been sadly 
neglected. We are suffering today because of this neglect. 
The average age of the fishermen working out of the port of 
Boston is 59 years. 

Vocational training and extension courses in netmaking, 
boatbuilding, navigation, diesel and gas engineering, care 
and handling of fish, mechanics of marine and shore refrigera- 
tion, utilization of byproducts along with many, many other 
practical subjects, too numerous to mention at this time, 
would raise the production standards of the industry far 
beyond present levels. They would be the means of in- 
creasing the supply of diversified foods so badly needed in 
times of national emergencies. 


The report of the Task Force on National Resources of the First 
Hoover Commission contains on page 222 a table which sets forth 
substantially the following information based on 1949 figures. 

For the Nation— 

Each fisherman produces annually 47,000 pounds of food. 

Each farmer produces annually 34,500 pounds of food. 
The Federal Government spends annually— 

For each fisherman $21.07. 

For each ton of fishery products 90 cents. 

For each farmer $98.88. 

For each ton of farm products $5.73. 


DEPARTMENTAL REPORT 


The Department of the Interior submitted an unfavorable report 
to the committee, based largely on the idea that the objectives of the 
bill could be obtained under existing legislation. The Department’s 
report reads as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 26, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senaror Macnuson: Your committee has requested a 
report on S. 2379, a bill to the promote the fishing industry in the 
United States and its Territories by providing for the training of 
needed personnel for such industry. Section 1 of this proposed legis- 
lation would promote the education and training of professionally 
trained personnel in the field of commercial fishing. This would be 
accomplished by the making of grants, out. of funds to be appro- 
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priated for such purposes, to public and nonprofit private universities 
and colleges in the several States and Territories of the United States. 
Section 2 of this bill would amend the Vocational Educational Act of 
1946 so as to a specifically for the advancement of vocational 
education in the fishery trades and industry and in the distributive 
occupations thereof. 

Although we are fully in accord with the goal of the legislation in 
providing fishery education, we believe that there are existing media 
for achieving this objective. We, therefore, recommend that the bill 
be not enacted in its present form. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service, through contract and by means of 
cooperative research, is assisting in stimulating programs at the uni- 
versity level. These programs should be further expanded in order 
to assist in the training of graduate students and to promote the 
development of fisheries courses in colleges and universities. 

We believe that these objectives can be obtained by appropriating 
funds under existing legislation with whatever provisions may be 
necessary to insure (1) equitable distribution to the several States and 
Territories on the basis of the extent of their fishing industries; and 
(2) the use of the knowledge and experience of the Department of the 
Interior in this field. 

Legislation referred to is the act of June 29, 1935 (49 Stat. 436, 439), 
and the Vocational Education Act of 1946, as amended by the act 
of August 1, 1946 (60 Stat. 775). 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Westey A. D’Ewarrt, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


While the position taken by the Department of the Interior may 
be technically correct, it fails to recognize the urgent nature of the 
problem and the fact that the action, which the Department suggests 
could be taken, has not been forthcoming. At the hearings held by 
the committee, Dr. O. Floyd Meehean, Assistant Director of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, presented a statement 
on S. 2379 on behalf of John L. Farley, Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The statement reads in part as follows: 


We cannot give you a very optimistic report on existing 
fishery educational facilities, since this phase of our fisheries 
has failed to match the pace that has been set by technological 
advancements in recent years. It is of vital importance 
that our fishery industry and the management agencies 
concerned with this resource, have the benefit of trained 
personnel. The need is apparent now, and it will be even 
more essential in the coming years, if the commercial fisheries 
are to meet their obligations to the American consumer as 
a supplier of protein-rich food. In order to preserve its 
competitive status, the industry is faced with the necessity 
of mechanizing its operations to the point where trained 
technicians are now the key to success. 

We would also like to emphasize that the fishing industry 
assumes a particularly important status during periods of 
national emergencies. The conversion of marine equipment 
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and personnel from peacetime to emergency service could 
well be jeopardized by the present deficiency in the means 
and facili ties for training technical personnel. 

The fishing industry and the management agencies are 
greatly concerned over the difficulty in inducing new and 
yound blood into the industry. The entry of trained young 
men into this field has not kept pace with other industries— 
agriculture, for instance—a condition that handicaps the 
introduction and application of new technological processes 
and equipment. Our fishing fleets are manned to a large 
extent, by older men whose basic training has been in fishing 
methods which are now growing obsolete. Other countries 
such as Canada, Japan, Norway, The Netherlands, England, 
Australia, the Philippines, and the Union of South Africa, 
have training facilities at the vocational and academic levels, 
which are available to persons interested in entering the 
commercial fisheries in the production, processing, marketing, 
and management phases. We are not matching these facili- 
ties in this country. 

Actually, the University of Washington, in Seattle, is the 
only institution where a student can obtain a college degree in 
fisheries. Its graduates are in great demand and many now 
hold important positions in industry and government. Sev- 
eral other schools, such as Oregon State College, Humboldt 
State Teachers Colle e, the University of Miami, and the 
University of Massac \usetts, have selected courses on par- 
ticular phases of the commercial fisheries, but they are by no 


means adequate. There has been increasing interest in this 
field, however, a fact that paas some encouragement. 


Training at the high school and vocational level is also 
meager. At the present time, we have knowledge of only two 
high schools, one in Bellingham, Wash., and the other in Port- 
land, Maine, which offer courses of this type to persons who 
want to enter the commercial fisheries and the benefit of some 
technical training. As a result, there has been a trend away 
from the fisheries as a livelihood. At this level the problem 
could be solved under Public Law 347 (64th Cong., February 
23, 1917) an act to “promote cooperation with States in the 
promotion of such education (vocational) in agriculture, and 
the trades and industries.” 

When an almost parallel situation existed in the wildlife 
field, a cooperative Federal-State-land-grant college arrange- 
ment was initiated in 1935, which has proven to be very 
successful. From a start of 9 colleges, the program has 
expanded to 16 active units with almost 2,400 trained 

mes of whom about two-thirds are active in the wildlife 
ield. 

The problem is just as acute in the field of commercial 
fisheries management, as we can only too well and recently 
testify. Due to the limited number of trained personnel 
available, we, in the Fish and Wildlife Service, had consider- 
able difficulty in obtaining qualified persons to handle our 
expanded fisheries program under the Saltonstall-Kenned 
Act. This was particularly true in the technological field. 
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We hope that the pro that has been made by the Service 
in connection with the Saltonstall-Kennedy program, will 
serve as an incentive to younger persons to enter this interest- 
ing and important field. Unfortunately, the present educa- 
tional facilities offer little encouragement for them to enter 
fisheries work. 

In view of this obvious lack of fishery educational facilities 
at the college, high school, and vocational levels, we feel that 
there aaa be some positive approach to the problem. 


From the foregoing testimony, it would appear that, lacking addi- 
tional legislation, no action can be expected. 

Thule, it appears to the committee that the official report of 
the Department of the Interior should not be given much weight, 
aa in view of the fact that the Fish and Wildlife Service, an 
agency of the Department, so clearly believes a positive educational 
program to be necessary. In the third paragraph of the Depart- 
ment’s report it is suggested that the Fish and Wildlife Service is 

resently assisting in stimulating programs at the university level. 

his is quite true, but the programs are by and large wildlife education 
and not fisheries education. In a letter to Senator Payne dated April 
3, 1956, Assistant Secretary of Interior Wesley A. D’Ewart quoted a 
departmental report on education in this field. That quotation reads 
as follows: 


The cooperative wildlife research program, sponsored 
jointly by the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute, and the land-grant colleges and conservation 
departments of 15 States and the Territory of Alaska, con- 
cluded 20 years of operation in September 1955. Tabula- 
tions during February showed that by the end of the 1954-55 
school year, 2,373 wildlife students had graduated from the 
unit schools. Of last year’s 186 graduates, excluding those 
who went into the military services or continued in school 
for more advanced training, about 80 percent obtained jobs 
in the wildlife field: 57 with State conservation departments, 
14 with Federal conservation agencies, 10 in wildlife teach- 
ing, and 2 in private conservation activities. Conservation 
education was promoted by publication and distribution of 
161 articles in 1955, ranging from leaflets to book-length 
works; by addresses, radio and TV programs; and by numer- 
ous oral or written replies to inquiries for wildlife informa- 
tion. Technical assistance was provided conservation agen- 
cies and unit personnel participated in various in-service 
training programs as instructors. Of 275 research projects 
conducted by the units in 1955, 48 were concerned with 
migratory game birds, 49 with fisheries studies, and the re- 
mainder with a wide array of wildlife species, habitats, and 
management techniques. Results of these studies are used 
in managing the Nation’s wildlife resources, 


From this it is obvious that the fisheries receive little or no benefit 
from the cooperative wildlife research program. Moreover, it appears 
from the statement of Director Farley that the Fish and Wildlife 


Service regards the program as related solely to wildlife and advocates 
the development of something similar for fisheries. 
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While it is not strictly germane, it is significant to note here that 
the first Hoover Commission recommended that the fishery functions 
of the Government be separated from the wildlife functions. The Com- 
mission’s Task Force on Natural Resources at page 226 of its report 
recommended the separation as follows: 


The committee recommends that the Federal functions 
dealing with fisheries, now combined with activities concern- 
ing terrestrial wildlife, be placed in a Fisheries Service lo- 
cated in a Department of Natural Resources. All activities 
concerned with wildlife would be continued in a Wildlife 
Service within the same department. The committee be- 
lieves that this separation will focus more adequate attention 
on fisheries problems and will facilitate the further develop- 
ment of sound programs and policies respecting the Nation’s 
fishery resources. 

Fishery and wildlife activities have been administered 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior since the consolidation of the Bureau of the Bio- 
logical Survey and the Bureau of Fisheries in 1940. Con- 
solidation of these functions in a Fish and Wildlife Service 
has not facilitated efficient and economical administration. 
This administrative combination of dissimilar major func- 
tions has resulted in the neglect of the commercial fishery 
phase of the responsibility. 

Fisheries are predominantly an ocean resource, whereas 
terrestrial wildlife is predominantly a land resource. Fishery 
problems deal with important basic industrial and commer- 
cial activities. Wildlife problems are largely concerned 
with recreation and noncommercial activities. The areas of 
common interest are much less important than the differ- 
ences. 


ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 


With regard to the allocation of funds under the bill there was 
some concern about the power of the States to develop appropriate 
curricula for its schools, and some fear that the Federal Government 
might assume this power as a condition on the grant of allocated funds. 
It is the belief of the committee that the Secretary of the Interior 
should issue specific regulations to cover this problem. However, the 
committee recognizes that the fisheries of one area vary greatly from 
those of another and that flexibility in the curricula is of prime 
importance. Therefore, the committee recommends that the Secre- 
tary require each State to submit its proposed curricula for approval 
prior to granting funds under this bill. The States should prepare 
such curricula through cooperation between the State agency having 
jurisdiction over education and the agency having jurisdiction over 
the fisheries. 

CONCLUSION 


The committee was deeply impressed by the volume of testimony in 
support of this bill. After carefully reviewing the record of the 
hearings your committee is convinced that the American fisheries 
need a vigorous education and training program to assist in restoring 
vitality to this important segment of the national economy. Accord- 
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ingly your committee recommends that S. 2379, as amended, be 
passed to meet the urgent need for a program to provide for education 
and training of personnel at all levels for the commercial fisheries. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection 4 of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill as 
reported are shown as follows (new matter is printed in italics; existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


VocaTIONAL Epucation Act or 1946 
Ea * * Ea * * 


Sec. 3. (a) For the purpose of assisting the several States and 
Territories in the further development of vocational education, 
there is authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1946, and annually thereafter— 


(1) $10,000,000 for vocational education in agriculture, includ- 
ing supervision by the vocational agriculture teachers of the 
activities, related to vocational education in agriculture, of the 
Future Farmers of America and the New Farmers of America, 
to be apportioned for expenditure in the several States and 
Territories in the proportion that their farm population bears 
to the total farm population of the States and Territories, accord- 
ing to the last preceding United States census; 

(2) $8,000,000 for vocational education in home economics, to 
be apportioned for expenditure in the several States and Terri- 
tories in the proportion that their rural population bears to the 
total rural population of the States and Territories, according to 
the last preceding United States census; 

(3) $8,000,000 for vocational education in trades and industry, 
to be apportioned for expenditure in the several States and Ter- 
ritories in the proportion that their nonfarm population bears to 
the total nonfarm population of the States and Territories, ac- 
cording to the last preceding United States census; 

(4) $2,500,000 for vocational education in distributive occu- 
pations, to be apportioned for expenditure in the several States 
and Territories in the proportion that their total population bears 
to the total population of the States and Territories, according 
to the last preceding United States census; 

(5) $550,000 for vocational education and extension service in the 
fishery trades and industry and distributive occupations therein, to 
be apportioned for expenditure in the several States and Territories on 
an equitable basis, as determined by the United States Commissioner 
of Education after consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, 
taking into account the extent of the fishing industry of each State 
and Territory as compared with the total fishing industry of the 
United States (including Territories). 

(b) The funds appropriated under authority of paragraphs (1) 
to (4), inclusive, of subsection (a) of this section may be used for 
assisting the several States and Territories, for the purposes therein 
specified, in the maintenance of adequate programs of administration, 
supervision, and teacher-training; for salaries and necessary travel 
expenses of teachers, teacher-trainers, vocational counselors, super- 
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visors and directors of vocational education and vocational guidance; 
for securing necessary educational information and data as a basis for 
the proper development of programs of vocational education and 
vocational guidance; for training and work-experience training pro- 
grams for out-of-school youths; for training programs for apprentices; 
for purchase or rent of equipment and supplies for vocational instruc- 
tion: Provided, That all expenditures for the purposes as set forth in 
this section shall be made in accordance with the State plan for 
vocational education. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), the amount 
to be available for expenditure in any State or Territory shall be not 
less, for any fiscal year, than $40,000 each for vocational education in 
agriculture, in home economics, and in trades and industry; $15,000 
for vocational education in distributive occupations and there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1946, and annually thereafter, such additional sums as may be needed 
for the purpose of providing such minimum amounts. 


O 
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REINVESTMENT BY AIR CARRIERS OF THE PROCEEDS 
FROM THE SALE OR OTHER DISPOSITION OF CER- 
TAIN OPERATING PROPERTY AND EQUIPMENT 


Mar 17 (legislative day, May 7), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 





Mr. Mownroney, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 3449] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3449) relating to the reinvestment by air 
carriers of the proceeds from the sale or other disposition of certain 
operating property and equipment, having considered the same, report 
favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the bill 
as amended do pass. 

I. INTRODUCTION 


The purpose of S. 3449 is to exclude capital gains realized by air 
carriers from the sale of flight equipment in the computation of “all 
other revenue” by the Civil Aeronautics Board when it is determining 
the amount of subsidy payments under section 406 (b) of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act. This exclusion would be effective only when the 
proceeds of such a sale, after the payment of all taxes, were to be 
reinvested in new flight equipment. 


II, COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 


First committee amendment: On page 1, lines 7 and 8, strike out 
“losses resulting from the sale or other” and substitute in lieu thereof 
the following: “net gains (after any losses and expenses resulting 
from the disposition of flight equipment) derived from the” and on 
line 9 strike out “sale or other”. 

The first committee amendment was made at the suggestion of the 
staff of the CAB which pointed out that the bill in its then form 
would have taken away from the Board the right to consider losses 
that might ensue from the sale of flight equipment in the determination 
of subsidy payments. 
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It was pointed out that a feeder line, a type of carrier quite often 
the least able to afford new equipment, might well be trying to sell its 
obsolete planes at a time when the market could not absorb them. 
Consequently, instead of a capital gains they would have a capital loss. 

Under existing law the Board can take such a loss into consideration 
when fixing subsidies. It was not intended that the legislation take 
this authority away from the Board and consequently this amendment 
was added to the bill. 

Second committee amendment: On page 2, line 19, substitute 

“shall” for “may”. 

Such language will make it mandatory for the Board to treat capital 
ains from the sale of flight equipment as “revenue” to the extent such 
unds are not reinvested in similar property within the prescribed 

time. 
Ill, SUMMARY OF THE BILL 


Section 406 (b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act provides that in setting 
subsidy rates the Civil Aeronautics Board is to consider 


the need of each * * * air carrier for compensation for the 
transportation of mail sufficient to insure the performance of 
such service, and, together with all other revenue of the air car- 
rier, to enable such aircraft under honest, economical, and effi- 
cient management, to maintain and continue the development 
of air transportation to the extent and of the character and 
quality required for the commerce of the United States, the 
Postal Service, and the national defense. 


The Civil Aeronautics Board has interpreted the italicized language 
to include capital gains on the sale of aircraft or other property of the 
carrier. As a result, in fixing rates for periods prior to the date on 
which the order is entered, the Board has followed the practice of 
deducting from the amount of subsidy otherwise needed any capital 
gains realized during the period. 

In addition, the Board announced in a recent rate opinion that it 
was considering starting a proceeding for the purpose of devising a 
formula which would automatically deduct capital gains realized in a 
future period from the subsidy payments made under the rate fixed, 
even though the rate were a final one. 

This treatment of capital gains presents those carriers receiving sub- 
sidy from the Government with a very real problem, particularly at a 
time when they are faced with the necessity of replacing their obso- 
lete fleets of aircraft with more modern and efficient equipment. 
Because of the tremendous increase in the price of new aircraft since 
the war, any carrier proposing to acquire new aircraft for replace- 
ment purposes is faced with a major financing problem. This prob- 
lem is accentuated if any capital gains realized on the sale of its exist- 
ing fleet are to be offset against its ordinary income received from the 
Government. 

The proposed bill would solve that problem by providing that the 
Civil Aeronautics Board shall not regard as “other revenue” (within 
the meaning of the provision quoted above) capital gains from the 
sale or disposition of capital assets provided the proceeds are within 
a reasonable time reinvested in other capital assets. In this respect 
the bill follows the theory accepted in the tax laws, both in the case 
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of involuntary conversions of capital assets (Internal Revenue Code, 
sec. 1033), and in the case of sales or exchanges of private residences 
(Internal Revenue Code, sec. 1034). 

For example, an airline on subsidy sells a DC-3 for the current 
market price and obtains a capital gain of $100,000. The CAB, let 
us assume, had set a subsidy payment of $100,000 for this airline. 
If the airline is in an open rate period the Board would deduct the 
capital gain realized from the sale of the DC-3 from the previously 
set figure for subsidy. Since this capital gain was $100,000 the net 
result would be a zero payment to the line. 

Among several undesirable results of such a situation, the airline is 
at a disadvantage in its effort to borrow money since it could show 
only a very small operating income, income being wiped out, of course, 
by the deduction of capital gains from its uae, Lacking such 
funds the airline could not invest in new and modern equipment. 
Failure to have modern equipment, in turn, places the line at a heavy 
disadvantage with respect to passengers. This, in the end, means 
less income and larger subsidy payments, defeating the major objec- 
tive of existing law to strengthen air transportation. 

A reverse situation would apply where the airline at the time it 
sold its equipment and realized a capital gain was in a closed rate 
position, since the capital gains could not be deducted from its sub- 
sidy payments. It would thus have an unfair advantage over a 
similar airline which by chance was not in a closed rate position and 
therefore could not obtain the same consideration. The bill would 
permit all airlines on subsidy to receive equal treatment in this respect. 

Prior to the introduction of the measure the operating airlines urged 
the committee to introduce legislation that would have removed from 
consideration by the Board capital gains obtained from sale of all 
operating property and equipment. Such an exemption would have 
included such items as hotel, restaurant and food service equipment, 
surface transport vehicles and equipment, furniture, fixtures and 
other office equipment, and many other such items. Since it was the 
thought of the committee that the airlines should be aided only in 
purchasing new planes, and incidentally a DC-6 has multiplied in 
price from $600,000 in 1946 to $1,500,000 today, with the jets yet 
to come, exemptions should be limited to actual flight equipment. 

So in effect, the bill now would exempt the profits from the sale of 
flight equipment only if the result of such sales were reinvested in 
similar property. Flight equipment is listed by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board as follows: 

Airframes 
Aircraft engines 
Aircraft propellers 
Aircraft communications and navigational equipment 
Miscellaneous flight equipment 
Improvements to leased flight equipment 
_ Flight equipment spare parts and assemblies 


IV. AGENCY COMMENTS 


Members of the Civil Aeronautics Board were equally divided as to 
the merits of the legislation. Messrs. Denny and Gurney supported 
the legislation. Chairman Rizley and Vice Chairman Adams expres- 
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sed opposition to the legislation. The Department of Commerce 
and the General Accounting Office also indicated opposition to the bill. 

Opponents of the measure based their opposition almost completely 
on the theory that the “need” of carriers, used by the Board in deter- 
mining subsidy rates under section 406 (b) of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act, can only be measured by taking into consideration all carrier 
income. It is argued, therefore, that disregard of capital gains in 
computing the need of the line would result in greater subsidy pay- 
ments to the carriers affected. 

The committee agrees that this may be true. However, we are 
convinced that by aiding carriers now to obtain the new equipment 
they require, the possibility of decreasing subsidy payments in the 
future is greatly enhanced. We believe that the enactment of this 
legislation in the long run would insure advantages both to the industry 
and to the taxpayer. 

The Department of the Treasury and the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion expressed no opposition to enactment of the bill. 


V. CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection 4 of rule X XIX of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill as reported are 
shown as follows (existing law in which no change is proposed is shown 
in roman; new matter is printed in italics): 


Section 406 (B) OF THE CIVIL ABRONAUTICS Act oF 1938 


(52 Stat. 998; 49 U.S. C. 486 (b)) 


(b) In fixing and determining fair and reasonable rates of compen- 
sation under this section, the Board, considering the conditions 
peculiar to transportation by aircraft and to the particular air carrier 
or class of air carriers, may fix different rates for different air carriers 
or classes of air carriers, and different classes of service. In determin- 
ing the rate in each case, the Board shall take into consideration, 
among other factors, the condition that such air carriers may hold 
and operate under certificates authorizing the carriage of mail only 
by providing necessary and adequate facilities and service for the 
transportation of mail; such standards respecting the character and 
quality of service to be rendered by air carriers as may be prescribed 
by or pursuant to law; and the need of each such air carrier for com- 
pensation for the transportation of mail sufficient to insure the 
performance of such service, and, together, with all other revenue of 
the air carrier, to enable such air carrier under honest, economical, 
and efficient management, to maintain and continue the development 
of air transportation to the extent and of the character and quality 
required for the commerce of the United States, the Postal Service, 
and the national defense. 

In determining all other revenue of the air carrier, the Board shall not 
take into account the net gains (after any losses and expenses resulting 
from the disposition of flight equipment) derived from the disposition of 
any flight equipment of such carrier, or the gains derived from such 
disposition if (1) the carrier notified the Board in writing that it intends 
to reinvest the proceeds derived from such sale or other disposition, 
and (2) within a reasonable period to be determined and fixed by the 
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Board, such proceeds are actually reinvested by such carrier in other 
property which is similar to or related in service or use to the property 
80 sold or disposed of. In any such case, an amount equal to the amount 
of such proceeds, less all applicable taxes, shall be placed in or credited 
to a reinvestment reserve immediately wpon the receipt thereof. All 
amounts placed in or credited to such reserve shall be used for the purpose 
of reinvestment as herein specified and shall not be used for the payment 
of salaries, operating or nonoperating expenses, interest, uba. or 
taxes. If the Board determines, after notice and opportunity for hearing, 
that such air carrier (1) has used all or any portion of such reserve for 
purposes other than such reinvestment, or (2) has retained all or any 
portion of such reserve for the purpose of such reinvestment for a longer 
period than that determined and fixed by the Board as herein provided, 
amount so used or retained shall then be taken into account by the Board 
in determining all other revenue of such air carrier. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, April 6, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. MaGNuUsoN, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. Cuarrman: Further reference is made to your letter of 
March 16, 1956, requesting the comments of the General Accounting 
Office concerning S, 3449, 84th Congress, 2d session, entitled “‘A bil 
relating to the reinvestment by air carriers of the proceeds from the 
sale or other disposition of certain operating property and equipment.” 

In brief, the bill proposes to amend section 406 (b) of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, by providing that the Board, 
in determining “all other revenue” of an air carrier, not take into 
account the losses or gains resulting from the sale or other disposition 
of any flight equipment of such carrier, provided the carrier notifies 
the Board of its intention within a reasonable period to reinvest such 
proceeds in other property similar to or related in service or use to 
the property so sold or disposed of. There also is provided certain 
conditions and limitations governing the use of such funds prior to 
reinvestment, including authority to be conferred upon the Board to 
determine the “reasonable period” within which the proceeds shall be 
reinvested. 

It is observed that S. 3449 provides that the Board shall not take 
into account the losses or the gains resulting from the sale or other 
disposition of any flight equipment of the carrier. However, since 
information available to this Office indicates that only in rare in- 
stances has such equipment ever been sold at a loss, it is reasonable to 
assume that the bill has as its primary objective the gains resulting 
from such sales, and the exemption of such proceeds from the require- 
ments of section 406 (b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. 

It is our opinion that this bill, if enacted, would make partially 
ineffective the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in 
the case of Western Air Lines, Inc. v. Civil Aeronautics Board, et al. 
(347 U. S. 67), and, therefore, could result in an unwarranted burden 
upon the taxpayer. In that decision it was held that in fixing mail- 
pay subsidy for an air carrier the Board was required to take into 
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consideration (1) the carrier’s profits derived from the operation of 
restaurants and other concessions at airports, (2) the sale of tangible 
assets to another air carrier, and (3) the sale of a route to another 
air carrier. In treating the “intangible value” of a route sold to 
another carrier, the Board concluded that such amount should not 
be used in offset because it wanted to “encourage improvement of 
the air route pattern through voluntary route transfers by other air 
carriers.” However, the Supreme Court, while not objecting to the 
policy arguments of the Board, pointed out as follows: 

“* * * The act, it is true, merely says that the Board in determin- 
ing the rate ‘shall take into consideration’ various factors, including 
‘the need’ of the carrier (sec. 406 (b)); and the ‘need,’ as we have noted, 
is not merely for compensation to insure the transportation of mail 
but compensation for ‘the development of air transportation’ under 
the prescribed standards. By that standard the ‘need’ in a given 
case may be so great that profits from other transactions should be 
allowed in addition to the normal rate. Or, on the other hand, the 
total revenues of the carrier as against its operating costs and develop- 
mental program may be so great that ‘the need’ for subsidy disappears 
and the carrier is transferred to the service rate for mail pay. * * * 

` * - . ` * * 


“The act, however, speaks of ‘the need’ of the carrier for the sub- 
sidy, not the effect of a policy on carriers in general. This is not a 
case of recapture of earnings. Western keeps the entire amount of 
the profit. The issue is how much additional money Western is to 
receive in the form of a subsidy. * * *” (Italic supplied.) 


We agree with the soundness of the Court’s legal interpretation of 
section 406 (b) of the act, and particularly with respect to that portion 
of its decision wherein it pointed out that the Board was not justified 
in disregarding profits from the sale of a route in order to safeguard 
the incentive for voluntary route transfers. This, in our opinion, 
is as it should be; and so long as the standard of assistance to a carrier 
is to be measured by its need, such assistance should be determined 


j 


upon nothing less than the carrier's “all other revenue,” regardless 
of the source from which derived. Furthermore, in appraising the 
matter from an equitable and practical viewpoint, it is manifest that 
the measure of assistance rendered to any carrier by a “need” standard 
should be based upon the premise of its actual overall requirements; 
otherwise, the word “need” will have lost its significance. 

In the course of its ratemaking functions, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board properly has taken into consideration the matter of deprecia- 
tion as an allowable item of expense in determining the “need” of 
the carrier under the terms of section 406 (b) of the act. This, of 
course, is an accepted principle adopted by most regulatory bodies. 
And, here, it is deemed pertinent to point out that since persenan 
is not an exact science, 1t must be recognized that the establishment 
of the useful life and residual value of a given asset must of necessity 
be predicated upon estimates, the accuracy of which cannot be 
ascertained until actual disposition of the asset. Therefore, if, 
because of changed economic conditions, the established residual 
values pertaining to flight equipment owned by the air carriers 
results in the realization of profits in excess of the net book values 
at the time of disposition of such equipment, it is clear that deprecia- 
tion over the preceding period was inaccurate. 
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The Board's depreciation poliey generally has permitted a 7-year 
life on postwar aircraft with residual values of about 10 percent. 
Hence, by determining “need” under this practice, a carrier is able 
to recoup its cash investment in flight equipment through depreciation 
over that period. Also permitted as allowable expenses are inspec- 
tion, maintenance and overhaul, since obviously a carrier is required 
at all times to operate safe and dependable aircraft which, of course, 
requires a constant outlay of expenditures. Therefore, in permitting 
these and other expenses, the Board has complied with the “need” 
element of section 406 (b). But to permit the Board now to disregard 
the profits realized from the sale of such equipment would permit 
those carriers. to have enjoyed the benefit of a subsidy in excess of 
their “need.” Furthermore, the carrier’s depreciation has not 
amounted to a cash expenditure and, as pointed out by the Supreme 
Court in the Western case, it has been permitted to retain its earnings 
plus a fair and reasonable return upon its investment. 

It is apparent that the primary purpose of the proposed bill in 
exempting the proceeds of such sales Ea the category of “other 
revenue” is to assist in the purchase of new equipment. However, 
for reasons heretofore discussed, section 406 (b), while designed to 
underwrite the “need” of the carrier under honest, economical and 
efficient management, cannot and should not be construed as provid- 
ing assistance beyond that area—and certainly not to the extent of 
rendering aid in the field of financing new equipment, which field 
clearly is one of management prerogative. 

In the light of the foregoing, therefore, we recommend against 
favorable consideration of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 13, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Senator Maanuson: Reference is made to your letter of 
March 20, 1956, requesting our comments concerning 5. 3449, a bill 
relating to the reinvestment by air carriers of the proceeds from the 
sale or other disposition of certain operating property and equipment. 

Since this bill apparently deals only with accounting requirements 
for air carriers in connection with determination of compensation for 
air transportation of mail, we have concluded that it has no direct 
relationship to p ms for which we have responsibility. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


Artur S. Fiemmine, Director. 
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THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, April 9, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. Macanuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: Reference is made to your request for 
the views of this Department on S. 3449, relating to the reinvestment 
by air carriers of the proceeds from the sale or other disposition of 
certain operating property and equipment. 

Section 406 (b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, 
ae that in determining fair and reasonable rates of compensation 

or the transportation of mail by aircraft, the Civil Aeronautics Board 
shall take into consideration, among other things, the need of the 
carrier for compensation for the transportation of mail sufficient to 
msure the performance of such service, and together with “all other 
revenue” of the air carrier, to enable the carrier under honest, eco- 
nomical, and efficient management, to maintain and continue the 
development of air transportation required for the commerce of 
the United States, the postal service, and the national defense. 
S. 3449 would amend section 406 (b) to provide that in determining 
“all other revenue” of the air carrier, the Board shall aot take into 
account losses resulting or gains derived from the sale or disposition 
of any flight equipment of such carrier under certain circumstances 
prescribed by the bill. 

The proposed legislation is not of primary interest to this Depart- 
ment and the Department has no comment to make as to the general 
merits of the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Frep C. SCRIBNER, Jr., 
General Counsel. 


THE SECRETRY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, April 12, 1956. 
Hoń. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the 
views of the Department of Commerce on 8. 3449, a bill to amend 
section 406 (b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, 
relating to the reinvestment by air carriers of the proceeds from the 
sale or other disposition of certain operating property and equipment. 

This bill proposes to exclude from ‘other revenue” gains realized 
by subsidized air carriers as the result of the sale of flight equipment. 
This exclusion would be conditioned upon such gains being segregated 
by the carriers and used within a reasonable period of time for the 
purchase of new equipment of a similar nature. Apparently the pur- 
pose to be achieved by this legislation would be to encourage sub- 
sidized air carriers to dispose of obsolete or less efficient equipment 
for the purpose of acquiring newer, more efficient equipment. There 
is certainly considerable merit to this objective. Nevertheless, we 
are of the view that this bill, if enacted, would not be the best device 
for achieving this objective. We are therefore obliged to oppose 
enactment of this bill. 
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Capital gains realized from the sale of equipment at a profit have 
been considered by the Board in reducing the subsidy obligation of the 
Government in determining payments to be made for past periods to 
a carrier on an open mail rate. However, where a subsidized carrier 
has been on a so-called closed rate, no consideration has been given to 
possible gains from the sale of equipment because of the inability to 
predict such gains with any degree of certainty. 

On April 6, 1956, the Board instituted a proceeding for the purpose 
of developing a record on the basis of which to formulate a policy for 
dealing with retirement profits to be applicable to all subsidized car- 
riers. In its order instituting the proceeding, the Board recognized 
the need for reappraising its policies regarding gains from retirements 
of property in the light of the capital requirements arising from car- 
riers’ requipment programs. 

We realize that there are problems facing all of the air-transportation 
industry in terms of the capital needs arising from technological 
advances which must be implemented if we are to attain our goal of 
a healthy and unsubsidized air-carrier industry in all respects. This 
problem is one in which the Government has a great interest and a 
real solution can come only from deliberate judgment based upon 
analysis of all factors involved and consideration of the needs of all 
of our air transportation, both subsidized and nonsubsidized. Prob- 
lems such as these will not necessarily be solved merely by increasing 
the Government’s potential subsidy obligations in a very limited area. 

We strongly urge, therefore, that this bill be set aside at this time 
and that the Board be permitted, with all due speed, to proceed to 
its investigation and to make its report and its recommendations. It 
may well be that upon the conclusion of that proceeding a satisfactory 
solution that is suited to the problem may be available without the 
need for any additional action by the Congress. We believe that 
this would be the most equitable course to follow. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection to 
the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
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Mr. Monroney, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


In 1955 the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
requested its Aviation Subcommittee to investigate the traffic conges- 
tion on the ground at, and in the air over, the Washington National 
Airport and to ascertain what plans the Secretary of Commerce had 
to carry out the mandate of Congress given by the act of September 7, 
1950 (Public Law 762 of the 81st Cong.) which directed the Secretary 
of Commerce to build an additional airport in, or in the vicinity of, 
the District of Columbia. 

Pursuant to this request, the subcommittee chairman called a hear- 
ing to inquire into this matter. On July 21, 1955, Senators Monroney 
(subcommittee chairman), Smathers, Bible, Schoeppel, Payne, and 
Senator Magnuson, committee chairman, participated in the proceed- 
ings and received the recommendations of the administration which 
the Secretary of Commerce presented. Testimony was also received 
from the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, the Chairman of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, representatives of the Air Line Pilots Association, and 
the Air Transport Association of America. 

The principal witnesses and the specialists in this field all agreed 
that congestion at the Washington National Airport was so dense and 
the traffic load increasing at such a rapid rate that immediate action 
was necessary in the interest of safety. 

The proposals advanced by the Department of Commerce for a 
Tri-State Authority were rejected by the participating members of the 
subcommittee as being unnecessarily time consuming. The legal 
problems involved in setting up such an authority undoubtedly would 
delay construction, 
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The committee approved the findings of its subcommittee and in its 
final recommendations strongly suggested that funds should be appro- 
priated at the earliest possible date to proceed to carry out the direc- 
tives of the Congress for a new airport under the act of September 7, 
1950. 

The committee further pointed out on July 29, 1955, that it was the 
responsibility of the Secretary of Commerce to determine whether to 

roceed at the site selected at Burke, Va., for which nearly $1 million 

ad been spent in engineering and land acquisition, or to make another 
selection of a site for an additional airport. [Italic supplied.) (S. 
Rept. 1265, 84th Cong., 1st sess.) 

Since that date, the amount of traffic and the congestion at the 
Washington National Airport has increased at an alarming rate and 
the situation has become increasingly critical. In 1954 there were a 
total of 202,000 operations at the airport. In 1955, this number 
had increased to 242,000 operations, an increase in 1 year of approxi- 
mately 19% percent. This compares with a 12 percent increase at 
LaGuardia Field and a 13 percent increase at Chicago Midway 
Airport. 

The prospect for 1956 is for even heavier traffic causing greater 
pressure on the facilities at the Washington National Airport. Three 
additional scheduled air carriers have been certificated by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board to serve Washington. ‘Two other carriers have 
been authorized to add new services and one carrier has been author- 
ized to interchange equipment on through service to South America. 
In addition, there is public demand for increased service on existing 
routes. 


A dangerous situation existed last year when this committee 
stated: 


The present Washington National Airport is seriously over- 
crowded. It is reported to be the busiest airport in the 
world for its size, surpassed in air carrier traffic only by the 
multirunway, Chicago Midway Airport, and by New York’s 
LaGuardia Airport. 


Added to this, and complicating the existing traffic problem, is the 
fact that the commercial jet aircraft age is upon us. 

The dangerous situation at the Washington National Airport is 
worsening with the passage of time. In this committee’s report of 
July 29, 1955, the following quotation appears on page 4: 


The committee recommends that the Secretary of Com- 
merce proceed to carry out the congressional directives of 
the act of September 7, 1950; that he review and reaffirm 
the site he proposes to develop as the new airport and on the 
opening day of the next session of Congress he report in detail 
to this committee the site selected for development, the stage 
construction plans, the composition of the authority, if any, 
he recommends to finance and operate the airports, and the 
amount he proposes to request in the first deficiency appro- 
priation for 1956 to complete the land acquisition and to 
proceed with the engineering survey and initial development. 


The committee, in its report of July 29, 1955, clearly indicated the 
course of action it thought the Department of Commerce should follow. 
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The Department, in a report dated December 1955 indicated there 
were two alternatives and in testimony given on February 20, 1956, 
requested this committee to make the decision. 

he Department’s first choice is the joint use of Andrews Air Force 
Base. The Burke site is a second choice. The Department again goes 
into public authority financing. Our 1955 report expressly asked that 
discussion of such financing ‘should not delay the commencement of 
construction.” 

In the Commerce Department’s first choice proposal for civil- 
military joint use of Andrews Field, it is proposed that if expanded, 
Andrews Air Force Base would provide for traffic through 1980. 
No calculations, however, were presented as to anticipated 1980 
traffic. The report estimated 1965 civil aircraft movements for 
Washington to be between 375,000 and 448,000 per year. Washing- 
ton National Airport now handles about 240,000 movements, a year 
at capacity. ‘The report itself says Andrews’ present capacity is 
substantially used by military. It is doubtful that the suggested 

arallel runway at Andrews would be able to handle the Washington 
National Airport overflow in 1965, even if military traffic did 
not increase as expected. 

Your committee believes it is hazardous and impractical to mix 
high-speed military aircraft with civilian traffic in congested areas. 
The Doolittle report by the President’s Airport Commission in 1952 
recommended that— 


military aircraft should not be based on congested civil 
airports except where it is not economically or otherwise 
feasible to provide separate facilities for them nor should 
commercial aircraft operate regularly from busy military 
airports. 


‘The Civil Air Policy Report of May 1954 prepared by the President's 
Air Coordinating Committee stated: 


* * * However, it is false economy to spend money 
developing a single airport facility for joint use, if the capacity 
of the airport of its adjacent airspace will become inadequate 
to meet’ the normal operations in the foreseeable future. 


It would appear that this committee’s fears regarding this proposal 
are well supported. 

We are informed that the military traffic congestion at Andrews 
Air Force Base will also approach the critical point in a very short 
period. In 1952, Andrews handled only 70,000 operations. In 1955, 
this figure more than doubled to a total of 160,000 operations. It is 
expected that in the next 4 or 5 years there will be a further increase 
to 240,000 operations per year. This will exceed the present capacity 
of the field and, consequently, the Air Force expects to request funds 
for fiscal year 1958 to construct an additional parallel runway to ease 
their own congestion. 

On February 21, 1956, the Aviation Subcommittee, in order to more 
fully evaluate the suggestions and reports of the Secretary of Com- 
merce that Andrews Air Force Base was most desirable for civilian 
use, held a hearing to receive the views of the appropriate officials of 
the United States Air Force, the Air Transport Association of America, 
and the Air Line Pilots Association. Other than the general traveling 
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public, these are the persons most affected by the capacity traffic situa- 
tion at the National Airport. 

These witnesses testified before the subcommittee that no one from 
the Commerce Department consulted with them or their groups prior 
to the issuance of the December 1955 report recommending the com- 
bined civil-military use of Andrews Air Force Base. 

Brig. Gen. R. E. Koon, the Deputy Director of Operations, Head- 
quarters, USAF, in his opening statement said: 


I would like to reaffirm the position, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Air Force has consistently taken, that exclusive use of 
Andrews is required to meet the mission of air defense in 
the Washington area and also to take care of the other 
flying activities that we have associated with Headquarters, 
USAF. Andrews is one of our key air defense bases. 


Capt.’ J. E. Smith, regional air safety director, Air Line Pilots 
Association,.also disagreeing with the suggestion offered by the Com- 
merce Department, stated: 


* * * J don’t believe we can mix airline traffic at Andrews 
Air Force Base with the amount of contemplated military 
traffic and the amount of proposed increase in airline traffic. 


The subcommittee chairman, Senator Monroney 
Smith: 


Being concerned not only for safety of airline passengers, 
but safety of military personnel, which is extremely impor- 
tant, too, would the intermixture at Andrews Air Force Base 
work to a disadvantage of both the service and the public? 


Captain Smith replied: ‘That is correct.” 

Gen. Milton W. Arnold, the vice president of operations and 
engineering of the Air Transport Association of America, in disagreeing 
with the suggestion of the Secretary of Commerce that Andrews Air 
Force Base was the best available second airport site in the Wash- 
ington area said: 


asked Captain 


, 


* * * So my concern and my specific feeling about it and 
the airlines’ feeling is that it is a waste of money to attempt 
to utilize Andrews under these present restrictions. 


We have reviewed the various reports and recommendations 
regarding an airport site and we agree with Gen. Milton Arnold, of 
the Air Transport Association, a recognized expert in the field of 
aviation operations and engineering, who said: 


It is our feeling that the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
did one of the most capable jobs of locating an airport and it 
was a very thorough job. We believe personally that the 
Burke site is the ideal site for an airport and that it will serve 
the needs of the Washington traveling public from a com- 
oe and a private pilot standpoint for the foreseeable 
uture, 


The testimony and the evidence submitted to this committee both 
during the first session of this Congress and on February 21, 1956, 
lead us to believe that a location in the Burke vicinity is the answer 
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to the problem. Of course there are those who object and those who 
say the residents of the Burke area are wholly against the plan. 

The only survey on that question we know of was made recently by 
Representative Joel T. Broyhill (Republican, Virginia). In a press 
release dated January 13, 1956, Congressman Broyhill stated that 
he had mailed a questionnaire to 35,286 voters in Fairfax County, of 
which 10,505 were returned (30 percent). 

Of these 5,544 (52.8 percent) favored the Burke site, 4,127 (39.3 
percent) were against the use of the area as an airport and 834 (7.9 
percent) had no opinion. 

Much time has elapsed since the enabling act was passed in 1950. 
More valuable time has been lost since last year when we pointed out 
the dangerous situation at the airport and urged speed on the part of 
the Department of Commerce. 

It is the sense of this committee that too much time has been 
allowed to elapse and accordingly a high-speed program of construc- 
tion is a necessity. The traveling public should not be further en- 
dangered by a stretched-out construction period of 5 years before 
additional airport facilities are available in the Washington area. 

The Secretary of Commerce should, we believe, immediately present 
to the appropriate committees of the Congress a program that will en- 
able construction by 2 or more contractors so that the airport can be 
expedited and operative in at least 24 years from now which would be 
approximately January 1, 1959. 

A disaster at the airport, because of the growing pressure on its 
facilities, which no one wants, should not be necessary to focus public 
attention on this problem. 

We urge the Department of Commerce to move on this matter as 
rapidly as possible. 

Warren G. Maanuson, Washington, Chairman, 
Joun O. Pastore, Rhode Island. 

A. S. Mixe Monroney, Oklahoma. 

GeorGe A. SMatHeErs, Florida. 

ALAN BIBLE, Nevada. 

Tuomas A. Worrorp, South Carolina 

ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, Kansas. 

CHARLES E. Porrer, Michigan. 

WILLIAM A. PURTELL, Connecticut. 

FrepeERrIcK G. Payne, Maine. 








INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR PRICE DANIEL 


I have carefully studied the report of the Aviation Subeommittee 
dated March 6, 1956, and the report prepared by Senator John M. 
Butler dated April 30, 1956. 

I fully concur in the conclusion of the subcommittee that a new 
airport is necessary for Washington, D.C. I also concur in the recom- 
mendation that a new airport should be constructed as rapidly as 
possible. 

It seems to me, however, that the actual site of a new airport should 
be selected by the Secretary of Commerce upon the best technical 
advice he can obtain. I do not believe that the committee should 
select the site. 

Further, in view of the increasing traffic demands on the National 
Airport, it would seem to be only common sense that the airlines 
a use all available facilities in this area during the construction 
period. 
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR SAM J.ERVIN, JR. 


I concur in the recommendation of the subcommittee that a new 
airport for the city of Washington ought to be constructed at the 
earliest possible moment and that the Secretary of Commerce should 
be requested to prepare plans for the construction of such new airport 
at the earliest possible moment. I believe, however, that the Sec- 
retary of Commerce should be required to select the site for such new 
airport after consultation with technical experts in this field and with- 
out any recommendation from the subcommittee. For this reason, 
I do not concur in any portion of the report of the subcommittee 
which is susceptible of construction that the subcommittee recom- 
mends any particular site for such new airports 
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR THOMAS A. 
WOFFORD 


I have signed the report of the Aviation Committee entitled “Over- 
crowding at Washington National Airport and the Need for an 
Additional Airport for the National Capital,” dated March 6, 1956. 

I signed this report in view of the following statement contained 
in the report: 


The testimony and the evidence submitted to this sub- 
committee both during the first session of this Congress and 
on February 21, 1956, leads us to believe that a location in 
the Burke vicinity is the answer to the problem. 


However, I want to refer to another statement made in the sub- 
committee report. This statement reads as follows: 


* * * The amount of traffic and the congestion at the 
Washington National Airport has increased at an alarming 
rate and the situation has become increasingly critical. In 
1954 there were a total of 202,000 operations at the airport. 
In 1955, this number had increased to 242,000 operations, an 
increase in 1 year of approximately 19% percent. This com- 
pares with a 12% percent increase at LaGuardia Field and a 


i3 percent increase at ore Midway Airport. 


The prospect for 1956 is for even heavier traffic causing 
greater pressure on the facilities at the Washington National 
Airport * * * 


In view of the above statement by the subcommittee, I want to 
express the opinion that the Secretary of Commerce and the Civil 
Aeronautics Board should be urged by this committee to take what- 
ever immediate action is necessary to alleviate and eliminate, insofar 
as possible, whatever dangerous condition now exists at National 
Airport by the diversion of the amount of traffic necessary to the 
presently available facilities at the Friendship Airport. 

I would consider it a dereliction of my duty if I failed to state this 
view and I request that this letter be made a part of the report of the 
committee in view of the fact that I have signed the subcommittee 
report, which contains the recommendation as to construction of an 
additional airport but which does not contain a recommendation for 
the immediate use of readily available facilities at Friendship. 








SEPARATE REPORT OF SENATOR JOHN W. 
BRICKER 


I have carefully studied the report of the Aviation Subcommittee, 
dated March 6, 1956, and that prepared by Senator John M. Butler, 
dated April 30, 1956. The former directs the Secretary of Commerce 
to proceed with a program of construction “in the Burke vicinity,” 
while the latter recommends that the Department of Commerce in- 
vestigate further the relative merits of the Burke site and the existing 
Friendship International Airport before selecting either as the per- 
manent site for a second Washington Airport. The Butler report 
also urges that Friendship International Airport be designated as a 
co-air terminal pending a final selection. 

I am in full agreement with both reports in respect to the urgent 
need to relieve present air traffic congestion at Washington National 
Airport. However, I cannot concur with any report that tells the 
Secretary of Commerce what site to select. 

The act of September 7, 1950 (Public Law 762, of the 81st Cong.), 
directs the Secretary of Commerce to build an additional airport in, 
or in the vicinity of, the District of Columbia. It is not appropriate 
for the committee to usurp this previously delegated function, par- 
ticularly in the selection of a site. 

Air safety is the compelling factor in determining the need for an 
additional airport. In the more than 5 years that have elapsed since 
the Congress first acted to meet this problem, the congestion at Wash- 
ington National Airport has increased. The resultant hazards to air 
safety will multiply even more rapidly as jet-propelled passenger 
planes replace present types. 

Since there is no disagreement on this point, I urgently recommend 
Friendship International Airport be ek immediately on an interim 
basis to relieve air traffic congestion at Washington National Airport, 
and I further recommend that such interim use not prejudice the 
selection of any site for a permanent additional airport. 

Proponents of the “in the vicinity of Burke” site concede that even 
a “crash” building program will take at least 24% years and will cost 
an estimated $50 million. In view of the steadily mounting safety 
hazards at Washington National Airport, it seems unwise to refrain 
longer from using the existing, cost free and immediately available 
facility at Friendship Airport on an interim basis. To delay longer 
is to imperil air travelers to and from the Nation’s Capital. 


Wiest iti, 








SEPARATE REPORT OF SENATOR JAMES H. DUFF 


The need for additional airport facilities for the service of the 
Washington area is beyond dispute. Present facilities are inadequate 
and its continuous and mounting overcrowding can ultimately result 
in disaster. 

Since several years must elapse before any new airport can be mace 
available, it would seem to be desirable to use the Friendship Airport 
as an auxiliary of the Washington Airport pending the selection of a 
new site and the building of a new airport. 

The Secretary of Commerce is directed by the act of September 7, 
1950 (Public Law 762, of the 8ist Cong.) to make a selection for a 
new airport in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. This selection, 
since it has specifically been delegated to the Secretary of Commerce, 
should be made by him. 

The necessity of prompt action in the selection and building of 
such new airport cannot be too strongly emphasized. 
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR WILLIAM A. 
PURTELL 


I have signed the report of the Aviation Subcommittee entitled 
“Overcrowding at Washington National Airport and the Need for an 
Additional Airport for the National Capital,” dated March 6, 1956. 

I wish to take this opportunity, as a member of the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, to express my appreciation to the 
members and staff of the Aviation Subcommittee for the thorough and 
competent manner in which it executed a most difficult task. 

Public Law 762 of the 8ist Congress authorized and directed the 
Secretary of Commerce to construct an additional airport for the 
Nation’s Capital. The law further states that the choice of a site 
shall be made by the Secretary only after consultation with the 
governing body in the county in which the airport is to be located. 
Since the Congress had delegated the authority to select a site for an 
additional airport to the Secretary of Commerce, I believe that the 
final selection of a site should be made by the Secretary at the earliest 
possible moment. 

In view of the present demonstrated need for an additional airport 
to relieve the congestion at Washington National Airport, I believe 
that the existing facilities at Friendship International Airport should 
be utilized as a second airport for the Nation’s Capital during the 
interim until the selection of a site by the Secretary of Commerce has 
been made and the airport ready for operation. 
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR JOHN MARSHALL 
BUTLER 


WASHINGTON’S SECOND ÅIRPORT—BURKE OR FRIENDSHIP? 
INTRODUCTION 


As a member of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, I am filing this report so that it may be considered in addition 
to and in connection with the March 6, 1956, report of the Aviation 
Subcommittee entitled “Overcrowding at Washington National Air- 
port and the Need for an Additional Airport for the National Capital.” 
Since this report concurs with the report of the Aviation Subcom- 
mittee in some respects, it would be most inappropriate to call it a 
commentary of dissent. I prefer that those who read this report— 
and especially the Secretary of Commerce and the members of the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate—consider it a 
supplement, and I believe a constructive one, to the contribution 
already made by the Aviation Subcommittee. 

Therefore, at the outset I enumerate certain areas of agreement 
between the two reports, then the areas of disagreement, and finally 
my recommendations. 

AREAS OF AGREEMENT 


I agree with the following conclusions expressed by the Aviation 
Subcommittee in its March 6, 1956, report: 

(1) That congestion at the Washington National Airport requires 
extremely prompt action in the interest of safety. 

(2) That the Secretary of Commerce’s proposal that the second 
Washington Airport be realized by using Andrews Air Force Base as a 
joint military-civilian airport should be rejected. 


AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT 


On the present state of the record I must disagree with the sub- 
committee’s “agreement” with the statement of Gen. Milton Arnold 
(Air Transport Association) that: 


The Burke site is the ideal site for an airport and that it 
will serve the needs of the Washington traveling public from 
a commercial and private-pilot standpoint for the foreseeable 
future. 


The present record, made largely at public hearings held by the 
Aviation Subcommittee on February 20 and 21, 1956, indicates in 
the words of the subcommittee chairman that the Department of 
Commerce placed 90 percent of its recommendation for the selection 
of the site of the second airport behind Andrews and the remaining 
10 percent behind Burke.! 


l The February 20-21, 1956, hearings of the Aviation Subcommittee have not as yet been printed, 
Accordingly, references are to the pages in the official transcript of the report of proceedings, P. J. Sullivan 
& Associates, official reporters. At pp. 688-689, vol. 10, of the report of proceedings, the chairman of the 
Aviation Subcommittee, Senator A. 8. Mike Monroney, in discussing the Department of Commerce’s 
recommendations for a second Washington airport stated that as he read the Department’s report “‘it is 
90 percent Andrews and 10 percent may be-we-will-look-at-Burke-later * * *.” 
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It would appear that if, as I believe, the choice has now been 
reduced to vitae Burke or Friendship, the Department of Commerce 
should promptly make a de novo and detailed objective evaluation 
of the advantages and/or disadvantages of Burke as compared with 
those of Friendship. Because of G asaan a previous concen- 
tration of its consideration upon Andrews, it apparently and perhaps 
understandably failed to make the detailed comparisons between 
Friendship and Burke which must be made before a selection of one 
or the other can be made. 

To the present time the Department of Commerce has done no 
engineering of any sites other than Andrews and Burke. Even at 
Burke, according to the testimony of Louis S. Rothschild, Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, it will take a “substantial 
part” of $3.5 million to engineer that site.? 

At present the record indicates that even though Gen. Milton 
Arnold, Air Transport Association, conceded that Friendship was the 
next best alternative to Burke for a second Washington Airport,’ both 
he and the chairman of the Aviation Subcommittee were under the 
impression that ‘Friendship is not too anxious to be an alternate 
airport for Washington.” * However, in view of the fact that I have 
continually asserted that Maryland in general and the Friendship 
authorities in particular, are extremely anxious to have Friendship 
designated as a co-air terminal for Washington, I believe this differ- 
ence of opinion to be a matter of great importance which should be 
resolved before any conclusion is reached with regard to the selection 
of Burke over Friendship. 

Likewise, before recommending to the Department of Commerce 
that it seek appropriations to proceed with the construction of a $50 
million-or-more airport at Burke, we should know whether its con- 
struction will meet with the favor of the Virginia Senators and Con- 
gressmen concerned. We do not know this, let alone the extent to 
which the Burke area residents favor or oppose making Burke a 
second Washington airport. The poll conducted by Congressman 
Broyhill and referred to in the March 6 report of the Aviation Sub- 
committee does not appear conclusive one way or the other. How- 


2 On pp. 664-665 of the report of proceed vol. 9, the following colloquy took place between the chair- 


ings, 
man, Senator A. 8. Mike es and Mr Rothschild, concerning whether there were some favorable 
sites other than Burke, where the local governing body would be willing to have Washington’s second 
airport: 

“Senator MONRONEY, But there were some favorable sites that werewilling to do so; is that correct? 

“Mr. Rotuscuitp. Well these consultations arein the nature of pretty broad discussions, Mr. Chairman, 
and no engineering has been done on any eoe sites, and some of the questions which are asked, which would 
prorede á determination on the part of these governmental subdivisions are not answerable at the time they 
are asked. 

“Senator MONRONEY. How long would it take to engineer a new site? You have engineered pretty 
completely at Burke now, haven’t you? You would beready to go on that without too much more—— 

“Mr. ROTHSCHILD. J believe not, sir. I believe some additional engineering isrequired. 

“Senator MONRONEY. Some, yes. 

“Mr. Rotuscuip. Our next request, if we make it, will be in the neighborhood of #344 million, and a sub- 
stantial part of that money will be for engineering.” [Emphasissupplied.]} 

3 At p. 729 of the report of proceedings, vol. 10, General Arnold, when asked by Senator Monroney 
whether the ‘‘next best s estion” would be Friendship if difficulties and delays “‘of a year or so”’ developed 
concerning Burke, said: “Í would rather answer that if you put it on the basis of 5 or 6 years, because it is 
going to take that long to build it [Burke]. Then I would say go to Friendship.” At p. 730 General Arnold 
stated: “ * * * all right, let’s assume that the Andrews thing is out, fo answer your question directly, the 
only alternative we have, Senator, is to go to Friendship.” [Emphasissupplied.]} 

i + pp. 730-731 of the report of proceedings, vol. 10, Senator Monroney questioned General Arnold as 
ollows: 

“Senator MONRONEY. Does Friendship want you? In the early days of Friendship they would have 
welcomed you, but as J get the story now, Friendship is not too anzious to be an alternate airport for Washington, 
D. C., with all of the traffic moving into Washington, D. O., instead of going into the metropolis of Mary- 


“General ARNOLD. That is my impression. We have had discussions with Mr. Perkins, chairman of the 
airport board * * *.* [Emphasis supplied.) 
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ever, I received a letter from Congressman Broyhill, dated March 22, 
1956, attached hereto as exhibit A, in which he states: 


I am concerned primarily with those most affected, namely, 
the Burke areas. And I have, therefore, reiterated my oppo- 
sition to the proposed Burke air terminal project. 


During the February 20-21 hearings, when the subcommittee had 
narrowed the question of a second airport to either Andrews or Burke, 
by assuming that “Friendship is not too anxious to be an alternate 
airport for Washington, D. C.,” the only witnesses who testified were: 

Louis S. Rothchild, Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation. 
Capt. J. D. Smith, regional air safety director, Air Line Pilots 
Association. 
Gen. Milton W. Arnold, vice president of operations and engi- 
neering, Air Transport Association of America. 
Brig. Gen. R. E. Koon, USAF. 
It does not appear that after having thus limited the field of suitable 
sites, any of the following parties were invited by the subcommittee to 
testify or to submit written statements: 
Hon. Theodore R. McKeldin, Governor of Maryland. 
Hon. Thomas B. Stanley, Governor of Virginia. 
Senator Harry F. Byrd of Virginia. 
Senator Willis Robertson of Virginia. 
Senator J. Glenn Beall of Maryland. 
Congressman Joel T. Broyhill of Virginia. 
Congressman Richard Lankford of Maryland. 
Hon. Thomas D’Alesandro, mayor of Baltimore. 
Walter F. Perkins, chairman, airport board, city of Balitmore. 
I Clarence W. Miles, chairman, Greater Baltimore Committee, 
nec, 
Harrison Garrett, president, Baltimore Association of Com- 
merce. 
Edward R. Carr, president, Washington Board of Trade. 
Ernest W. Reisner, chairman, Homeowners Opposed to Jet 
Airport in Fairfax County, Fairfax, Va. 
George E. Keneipp, Director of Vehicles and Traffic, govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia. 
Representatives of each of the airlines. 
Director, division of aeronautics, Virginia State Corporation 
Commission. 
Representatives of the Air Force and Navy. 
Chairman, State Aviation Commission of Maryland. 
I believe that in a matter of this importance the views of the above- 
listed parties should have been solicited, especially since prior to this 
time the issue has never been considered in terms of Burke versus 
Friendship. 

According to General Arnold’s testimony at the February 21 hear- 
ing, it will take between 5 and 6 vears to construct the Burke Airport. 
However, it does not appear from the report of the subcommittee that 

* See footnote 3above. Apparently the subcommittee, in urging the Secretary of Commerce to “‘imme . 
diately present to the appropriate committees of the are a program tbat will enable construction by 
2 or more contractors so that the airport can be expedited and operative in at least 244 years from now,” 
took General Arnold’s 5-year figure and merely divided it in half. Whether the time necessary to complete 


ott ort construction job can be cut in half by employing 2 contractors rather than 1 seems very doubtful 
ndeed. 
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it considered the serious problem of what should be done immediately 
to reduce the danger from the present overcrowded conditions at 
National Airport. While the Civil Aeronautics Administration and 
the Civil Aeronautics Board have joint responsibility for safety 
precautions in the movement of air traffic, it seems to me that a very 
valid and forceful case has been made for immediate remedial action. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


On February 20, 1956, on page 668 of the report of proceedings, Mr. 
Rothschild stated: 


And in line with that, Mr. Chairman, we are prepared at 
this moment to ask for funds immediately if you will give us 
an indication that we seek from you as to what choice should 
be made. 


In other words, the Department of Commerce sought to have this 
committee select the site of Washington’s second airport. While I 
can understand why Mr. Rothschild would like this committee to 
make the selection, I do not consider it our function. In the first 
place, I do not consider that we have sufficient expertise to decide 
the highly technical and complex engineering problems involved in 
making, let us say, the determination as to whether 5 or 6 years from 
now Burke will be as good or better than Friendship for Washington’s 
second airport. 

Without being an expert, however, it is obvious to me that if the 
question has now narrowed, as I believe it has, to the selection of either 
Burke or Friendship, certain inquiries which I suggested in my letter 
to the chairman of the full committee, dated April 9, 1956, and at- 
tached hereto as exhibit B, should be asked of all interested parties. 
As revealed by exhibit C, these questions were transmitted to only one 
interested party, General Arnold. His answers are contained in that 
exhibit and have brought forth by way of rebuttal a further letter 
from me to the chairman of the full committee, dated April 25 and 
attached hereto as exhibit D. 

I recommend first that the Department of Commerce obtain from 
all interested parties the answers to these questions, and any others 
which it considers appropriate, before it decides to select Burke or 
Friendship as the permanent site for a second Washington airport. 
Unless its selection is fortified by the weight of the information it thus 
receives, the Department of Commerce should not expect the Appro- 
priations Committees, or this committee, to consider that the Depart- 
ment has adequate approval for its selection. 

In view of the unanimous conclusion of the members of this com- 
mittee that a dangerous situation of overcrowding now exists at 
National Airport, I also recommend to the Secretary of Commerce and 
the Civil Aeronautics Board ° that steps be taken immediately to alle- 
viate this situation by designating Friendship Airport as a coair ter- 
minal pending a final selection of either Friendship or Burke. ‘This 
conclusion is supported by General Arnold’s testimony that it will 
take 5 to 6 years to construct Burke; his further testimony that Friend- 
ship is the only alternative available; and the report of the Presidential 
Advisory Committee To Consider an Additional Washington Airport, 
dated March 16, 1955, attached hereto as exhibit E. 


* Sec. 404 (a), Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 973; 49 U. 8. O, 401 et seq.). 


90003°—57 S. Rept., 84-2, vol. 3——40 








APPENDIX 


Exurprr A 


CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House of REPRESENT ATIV E S, 
Washington, D. C., March 22 , 1956. 
Hon. Jonn M. BUTLER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. O. 


Drar Senaror BurLer: In the recent report of the Aviation 
Subcommittee of the Senate Commerce Committee reference was 
made to the poll I conducted in Fairfax County, Va., on the Burke 
Airport question. This poll also included the proposed location of 
the Central Intelligence Agency in that county which lies within my 
congressional district. 

To avoid any possible misunderstanding may | point out that 
citizens in the areas immediately surrounding Burke opposed the 
project although the county as a whole approved by several percentage 
points, Countywide the people seemed disposed to chance the 
dubious economic advantages of an airport which would not be 
located in their own residential sections. I am concerned primarily 
with those most affected, namely the Burke areas and I have, therefore, 
reiterated my opposition to the proposed Burke air terminal project. 

It is interesting to note that on the question of the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency the immediate areas surrounding CIA’s proposed site 
heartily approved as did the rest of Fairfax County. In other words, 
CIA was acceptable to an overwhelming majority but Burke was only 
acceptable to those not directly cone erned with the noise problem 
and the destruction of property values by virtue of the presence of a 
nearby airport. 

As a member of the Senate Commerce Committee, I hope that you 
will correct any misconceptions which may have arisen as the result 
of reference by the Aviation Subcommittee to my poll. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoEL T. BROYHILL, 
Member of Congress. 


Exuipir B 
APRIL 9, 1956 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: On March 14, 1956, you were kind enough 
to send to me and the other members of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee for our information and consideration the report 
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of the Aviation Subeommittee dated March 6, 1956, entitled “Over- 
crowding at Washington National Airport and the need for an addi- 
tional airport for the National Capital.” 

At an executive session of the committee on March 14, 1956, it was 
agreed that the committee would vote at our next meeting, March 28, 
on Senator Monroney’s motion that this subcommittee report be 
adopted by the full committee. Consideration of Senator Monroney’s 
motion has, at your direction, been deferred until April 11, 1956. 

My purpose in writing today to you and to the other members of 
the full committee is to inform you of my opposition to the report, to 
explain why I object, and to propose a course of action which I believe 
to be both fair and wise. 

A summary of my position is as follows. First, I agree whole- 

heartedly with the subcommittee, as do a host of others, that conges- 
tion at the Washington National Airport requires extremely prompt 
action in the interest of safety. Second, I also agree that the proposals 
advanced by the Department of Commerce for a tri-State authority 
should be rejected as being unnecessarily complex and time con- 
suming—all of which would delay the realization of a supplemental 
airport for Washington. Third, I agree with the subcommittee’s 
rejection of the Secretary of Commerce’s s proposal that the second 
Washington airport be realized by using Andrews Air Force Base, 
as a joint military-civilian airfield. But, | disagree most emphatically 
with the subcommittee’s “agreement” with the statement of Gen. 
Milton Arnold (Air Transport Association) that “the Burke site is 
the ideal site for an airport and that it will serve the needs of the 
Washington traveling public from a commercial and private pilot 
standpoint for the foreseeable future.” 

In disagreeing with the subcommittee’s conclusion expressly em- 
bodied in its report that the Department of Commerce should 
“immediately present to the appropriate committees of the Congress 
a program that will enable construction by two or more contractors 
so that the (Burke) airport can be expedited and operative in at least 
2% years from now, which would be approximately January 1, 1959,” 
I would want my reasons clearly understood. 

It could be said that I am opposed to the selection and construction 
of Burke because, as United States Senator from the State of Maryland 
it is perhaps only natural that I would want to see an existing Mary- 
land facility selected. But, beyond any local consideration, it seems 
to me—and I am confident you and my colleagues will concur—that 
there is a more pressing, and more important, factor of national 
implication. Therefore, while it would have been a simple matter for 
me to write a minority report, or even a substitute report which I 
might have urged you and the other members of the committee to 
adopt as the full committee's report in preference to the report of the 
duly authorized subcommittee, | have not and would not, under any 
circumstances at this stage, presume so much. After all, those of us 
who are not members of the Aviation Subcommittee will, I believe, 
concede that. our learned colleagues on that subcommittee have an 
expertise in that field which entitles their reports to freedom from what 
might appear to be presumptuous usurpation by fellow members of 
the full committee. 

It is with this feeling of humbleness and humility that I am moved 
to write in the following vein today; a vein of raising questions 
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which, I respectfully submit, must be asked and answered by the 
members of the subcommittee and the full committee, on the basis 
of objective appraisals of the best evidence available, before we can 
make up our minds collectively as to whether we want to put this 
committee’s stamp of approval on the selection of Burke rather than 
Friendship as a coterminal for Washington. 

You will note that the question has now been narrowed down to 
Burke versus Friendship. I quite agree that that should be the 
question which we must answer—one which we must answer as 

romptly as possible, consistent with sound legislative procedures. 
“he Subcommittee is unquestionably due a vote of commendation 
for having hewn a path through a tangled and difficult forest of 
issues, conflicting suggestions and the like. 

However, I feel that anyone reading the subcommittee’s hearings 
which took place on February 20, 21, and March 5, 1956, and then 
the subcommittee’s report would conclude that after they had labored 
mightily to cut the path and lug the deadwood aside, the two trees— 
Friendship and Burke—were revealed. Without adequately testing 
both, it pointed to one (the Burke tree) and said “that’s for us.” 
While I appreciate the subcommittee’s clearing the path, I think it 
would have been more certain of selecting the better of the two trees 
had it run a series of simple but necessary tests on both. 

I have asked myself certain questions which, I think you will agree, 
should be asked and answered before any selection is made. I have 
arrived at some answers which might or might not be correct. I do 
not say that my answers are those which you would reach after a 
public hearing where all interested parties were invited to attend and 
supply facts and opinions which would help us find the answers. I do 
not say that the facts on which I have relied are those which would 
evolve at such a public hearing. What I do say unequivocally—and 
without fear that you will disagree—is that the questions I have posed 
deserve to be asked in a public hearing to which all inicrested parties 
are invited for the purpose of giving us the benefit of facts and opinions 
which they have relevant to these questions. There might be other 
questions which should likewise be asked. If so, let’s ask them on the 
record and let’s get the answers. 

Of course, what I am suggesting is that no report of any kind be 
issued for the next 4 to 6 weeks but that the questions which I will 
hereinafter present be set down in writing along with any others which 
the members of this committee deem pertinent; and that these ques- 
tions be sent promptly to all interested parties with a notice that on 
such-and-such a day, let us say approximately 10 days to 2 weeks 
thereafter, a public hearing will N held and all parties given an oppor- 
tunity to present their answers to these questions, the facts and author- 
ities upon which they base their answers and any additional informa- 
tion which they feel should be brought to the attention of the subcom- 
mittee and the full committee in helping to resolve the basic question 
of Burke or Friendship. 

Here are my proposed questions. You will note that in some 
instances I have supplied the answer to which I have presently come: 

1. The following questions relate to the comparison between 
Burke and Friendship as Washington’s second airport from the point 
of view of air traffic congestion. 

Question. According to CAA recommendations how far apart should 
instrument landings airports be? 
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Answer. According to CAA airport design, June 15, 1948—a 
minimum of 16 miles apart. 

Question. What distance separates Burke and National Airports? 

Answer. 12 miles. 

Question. What distance separates Friendship and Andrews Air 
Force Base (the nearest major airport)? 

Answer. 25 miles. 

Question. If Burke is selected, is it true that there will be a con- 
centration of 6 major and 5 smaller airports in a 13-mile radius? 

Answer. Yes. Furthermore, the report of the Navigation Aids 
Evaluation Division, Civil Aeronautics Administration, entitled 
“Preliminary Study of Traffic Control Systems for the Proposed 
Washington Supplemental Airport Using Simulation Techniques” 
prepared November 1952, accentuates other important factors which 
the Aviation Subcommittee has seemingly overlooked. Sufficient for 
this purpose to note two highly pertinent factors from this report: 

“The proposed Washington supplemental airport site at Burke, Va., 
presents several diverse problems. ‘The most formidable restriction 
to efficient traffic flow is the Quantico danger area, which is located 11 
miles southwest of the Burke site. This Marine gunnery and rocket 
range, which covers an area of over 100 square miles, limits consider- 
able the air space available for maneuvering aircraft into the final 
approach path at Burke Airport. 

“The Dahlgren danger area, located 24 miles south-southeast of 
Burke, does not restrict traffic flow in the immediate airport vicinity. 
However, it does complicate the arrival routes to the three major 
airports in the terminal area.” 

2. The following questions concern land congestion, or ground travel 
time between Washington and Friendship, and between Washington 
and Burke. At the outset one must agree upon the place in Wash- 
ington from which distance and time is to be measured. In past 
considerations of the two airports (Burke and Friendship) as possible 
co-air terminals for Washington, comparisons have been developed 
using the Statler Hotel (apparently selected at random) as the starting 
point. On this basis, the Statler is 32 miles from Friendship and 19 
from Burke. In the same fashion, using the Statler for the purpose 
of figuring ground time to Friendship, one finds that the figure given 
is 47 minutes; whereas the ground time from the Statler to Burke is 
32 minutes (15 minutes less). However, these distances and ground 
times, even if the Statler is accepted as the “correct” starting point, 
are subject to variation by improvements in, or congestions to, present 
traffic media. Therefore these questions: 

Question. Is it proper to use the Statler Hotel as the central starting 
point for those in the metropolitan Washington area who would most 
likely make use of Washington’s second airport? 

Answer. The Statler Hotel is not the center of population for the 
Washington metropolitan area nor has any report come to my atten- 
tion which would indicate that the dominant number of passengers 
either boarding or embarking from commercial airplanes at the 
Nation’s Capital either start from or go to hotels in the downtown 
area. In sny event, were some other location 5 to 7 minutes to the 
east of the Statler, to be used as the starting point, the commuting 
time to Friendship and Burke would appear to be comparable. 
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Question. Are there any contemplated improvements in traffic 
facilities which would shorten the time and distance from downtown 
Washington to Friendship? 

Answer. At the present time certain projects are under construction 
to link downtown Washington by Constitution Avenue to the Balti- 
more-Washington Parkway. District of Columbia traffic officials 
estimate that this one improvement alone will shorten the traveltime 
from downtown Washington to Friendship by at least 5 minutes, or 
more than one-third of the time difference in travel between Burke 
and Friendship from downtown Washington. 

Question. How important is the time differential between Burke 
and Friendship? 

Answer. The travel time to Friendship Airport to and from down- 
town Washington does not appear unreasonable, especially when com- 
pared to the “airport travel time” in other major American cities. 
As examples, in the following major American cities it takes 40 
minutes or more to travel from downtown to the airport: 


Boulder City, Nev. Los Angeles—International 
Chicago—O’Hare and Midway Minneapolis, Minn. 
Evanston, Ill. New Orleans, La. 

Las Vegas, Nev. Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Miami Beach, Fla. St. Paul, Minn. 
Detroit—Willow Run San Francisco, Calif. 

St. Louis, Mo. Seattle, Wash. 

Cincinnati, Ohio Toledo, Ohio 
Cleveland—Hopkins Vancouver, British Columbia 
Fort Worth, Tex. Williamsport, Pa. 


Frankfort, Ky. Youngstown, Ohio 
Knoxville, Tenn. 


3. The following questions relate to the availability of Friendship 
Airport and the reaction of residents of the Burke and Friendship areas 
to the proposals before the committee. 

Question. Does Friendship have the capacity to serve as a co-air 
terminal for the Washington area? 

Answer. Yes. Friendship International Airport was inaugurated in 
1950. Built at a cost of $15 million, $2 million of which was supplied 
by the Federal Government, Friendship Airport could not be dupli- 
cated for less than $50 million at today’s prices. It was originally con- 
ceived and intended as an airport to serve as a regional facility en- 
compassing the Maryland and District of Columbia region. From the 
standpoint of design and potential, it has been frequently called one of 
the world’s finest airports. Yet, it has operated at less than 25 per- 
cent of capacity, and on the basis of expert prognostication, there is 
scant chance that capacity operations can be achieved before 1980. 
Beyond that, Friendship Airport is situated in an area which would 
easily facilitate expansion. 

Question. When would the facilities at Friendship and Burke be 
available? r 

Answer. Friendship is ready today to assume the role of co-air 
terminal for the Washington area. Burke on the other hand, even 
under a “crash” program/would not be ready for use as Washington’s 
second airport for Thee 2% and more likely 5 years. The immediate 
availability of Friendship, with CAB concurrence, is an important 
consideration in terms of the ever-present safety hazard. 
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Question. What are the comparative costs to the taxpayers from 
the use of Friendship as compared with the cost of Burke? 

Answer. Friendship is available at no cost to the taxpayers. On 
the other hand, to establish Burke as a second airport for Washington 
will cost a minimum of $50 million. (This estimate is presumed to be 
low as most such estimates turn out to be.) While costs should not 
and cannot be used as a sole criteria, nevertheless, it is only reason- 
able that costs be weighed against other factors such as convenience. 
Time is always valuable to the busy individual and the harried traveler, 
but there are occasions in the course of things when time must be 
equated to reason—in terms of dollars and cents if you will. If the 
difference in time were 15 minutes—a maximum figure—and the cost 
of a new airport were $50 million—probably a minimum figure—the 
suggestion of $3% million per minute is truly an unreasonable figure to 
place on the taxpayers, especially absurd when one realizes that the 
entire $50 million can be saved with the expenditure of only a few 
additional minutes of time. Furthermore, this small time differential 
becomes even more insignificant when one considers that National 
Airport will remain available and schedules can be coordinated so that 
a bulk of short-range flights to such cities as New York and Phila- 
delphia would use this facility. When making long-range flights to the 
Far South, the Midwest, or the Pacific coast, a few minutes additional 
ground travel time would appear of little concern to the average per- 
son. This is particularly apparent when the time taken to travel to 
or from Friendship in many instances would be less than that required 
to commute to or from the airfield at the destination or the point of 
departure. 

Question. What are the respective reactions of the people living 
near Friendship and Burke to the thought of having their neighboring 
facility become Washington’s co-air terminal? 

Answer, The area surrounding Friendship is already properly zoned 
and not encumbered by extensive residential construction. Not so 
in the case of Burke. While there are unfortunately at this time no 
definitively reliable statistics concerning the attitude of the residents 
living in the vicinity of Burke Airport, Congressman Joel T. Broyhill, 
after having made a survey by questionnaire, reports in a letter to 
me dated March 22, 1956, ‘Il am concerned primarily with those 
most afiected, namely the Burke areas, and I have therefore reiterated 
my opposition to the proposed Burke air terminal project.” He went 
on to state “To amet any possible misunderstanding (concerning the 
subcommittee’s use of the results of his questionnaire) may I point 
out that citizens in the areas immediately surrounding Burke oppose 
the project although the county as a whole approved by several 
percentage points.” 

No such problem exists in connection with Friendship becoming 
Washington s second airport. Indeed, the “welcome mat” has been 
placed out by Maryland. 

In any event, this is a matter of such great importance to these 
two States that it is unthinkable that our committee would proceed 
with any recommendation without first getting in writing, if possible, 
the views of the 2 Governors and the 4 Senators concerned, as well 
as at least the views of the Congressmen in whose districts the airports 
are located. 

nestinn. Is the position of the airlines with respect to the time 
and distance to and from Friendship from downtown Washington 
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consistent with the views they had expressed in connection with 
similar problems in other sections of the country? 

Answer. No. A somewhat similar situation exists at Detroit where 
most of the air carriers are resisting a recommendation of the Air 
Coordinating Committee to transfer operations from Willow Run 
Airport to Wayne Major Airport. Aviation Week magazine, in its 
issue of March 5, 1956, has this to say: 

“The airlines argue that a saving of 10 to 15 minutes in travel 
time to the airport doesn’t justify the expenditure of $30 million to 
develop Wayne Major. They say that the money should be spent 
on a proposed airport northeast of Detroit if it is to be spent at all— 
not on an airport just a few miles from Willow Run.” 

Aviation Week continues: 

“The carriers also point to the air-space problems involved in 
operating two major airports as close together as Willow Run and 
Wayne Major as a factor which should discourage use of the new 
field.” 

When placed in the context of the Washington-Friendship Inter- 
national Airport controversy, these observations reflect a double 
standard which can only place serious question on the motivations of 
some of the airlines, or perhaps, with more justification, certain airlines 
representatives. 

Question. Even if Burke Airport, after proper public hearings where 
appropriate questions were asked of and answered by the interested 
parties, were selected as Washington’s second airport, would it not be 
advisable to immediately, in the interim, designate Friendship Airport 
as Washington’s second airport? 

Answer. Unquestionably yes. And, at once. Everyone is agreed 
that the Washington National Airport has reached its saturation point 
and that it is immediately imperative, in the interests of protecting 
safety of life and property to relieve the pressure. It must, therefore 
be obvious to all that if such a critical condition exists, then it is a 
grave situation calling for immediate remedial action. We dare not 
wait 5 years for the construction of another air terminal nor even the 
2% vears estimated for construction of such a facility on a crash basis. 
If we do, we jeopardize the life of every air passenger using Washington 
National Airport. If we tarry a day or a week longer and disaster 
comes, the responsibi'ity must rest squarely on our shoulders. I am 
sure this is a responsibility. we are all unwilling to assume. This 
danger can be removed—and now, through the immediate designation 
of Friendship Airport. 

It might well be that the members of the subcommittee feel that 
they have already asked and answered, to their own satisfaction, all 
of the questions necessary to properly and intelligently and judiciously 
resolve the Burke-Friendship issue. If that is so, I assume they will 
bear with those of us who believe that the 4 to 6 weeks required to 
conduct such a study is not wasted but indeed is necessary to build 
the kind of a record which will support this committee’s selection of 
Burke (costing $50 million plus and taking 2% to 5 years to build) 
and rejection of Friendship (no cost and now available). 

I cannot believe that the members of the subcommittee will fail to 
realize that at the present time, whether the inference 1s fairly drawn 
or not, anyone reading the hearings which took place on February 
20, 21, and March 5, 1956, might well draw the conclusion that the 
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subcommittee was more intent upon proving that the Department of 
Commerce was delinquent in its duty to carry out a directive of this 
committee than it was in obtaining an objective and reliable answer 
to the question of whether Washington’s co-air terminal should be 
Friendship or Burke. 
With kindest personal regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
Jonn MARSHALL BUTLER, 
United States Senate. 





Exuisit C 


AR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C., April 17, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: We have read with interest the letter dated 
April 9, 1956, written to you as the chairman of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce by the Honorable John Marshall 
Butler, United States Senator from Maryland. We appreciate the 
desire of Senator Butler to establish as complete a record as possible 
in the matter of determining the location of a second airport for 
Washington. We have reviewed the questions asked, which, it seems 
to us, have been asked and answered many times in the last 7 years. 
Many of the questions have been propounded and answered before 
the Subcommittee on Aviation of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee but it would appear that there is still some doubt con- 
cerning these matters. We feel, therefore, that it might be beneficial 
to review the questions submitted by Senator Butler and submit 
answers to these questions according to our understanding and 
calculations. 

Under item (1) on page 3 of Senator Butler’s letter, we would 
respectfully submit our understanding as follows: 

Coselina, According to CAA recommendations how far apart 
should instrument landing airports be? 

Answer. The CAA has often reiterated in the Airspace panel of the 
Air Coordinating Committee and before the airport use panel of the 
Air Coordinating Committee that 20 miles is the best minimum spacing 
between instrument landing airports for the purpose of conducting 
simultaneous operations from both airports without interference one 
with the other. In actual practice, this standard can seldom be met 
because of terrain, Government subdivisions, relationship to existing 
airports, restricted areas, local weather conditions, surface arteries, 
etc. : Consequently, reduction in this ideal separation distance merely 
calls for a careful analysis of the factors mentioned above and an 
arrangement of air-traffic control aids and runway alinements to 
permit the most compatible operations possible. It is the opinion of 
the CAA that little, if any, problem would arise in the location of the 
proposed airport at Burke, Va., and in the operation of such an airport 
and Washington National. A very comprehensive study of the air- 
traffic-control prablems associated with the recommended site at 
Burke, Va., was made by the Technical Development and Evaluation 
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Center of the CAA in Indianapolis (Technical Development Rept. 
No. 187) which clearly demonstrates that the Burke site can be 
operated in a satisfactory manner. As a case in point, Washington 
National and Andrews Air Force Base are both operated in a satis- 
factory manner with 9.8 statute miles separation. 
Question. What distance separates Burke and National Airports? 
Answer. From the airport reference points (control towers) Wash- 
ington National to Burke Airport, we have measured the mileage as 
14.74 statute miles using United States Department of Interior 
Geological Survey maps combining the Fairfax, Va., quadrangle and 
the Alexandria-District of Columbia-Maryland quadrangle, edition of 
1951. 
Question. What distance separates Friendship and Andrews Air 
Force Base? 
Answer. We have again used control tower to control tower dis- 
tances and arrived at a distance of 27.4 statute miles. 
Question. If Burke is selected, is it true that there will be a con- 
centration of 6 major and 5 smaller airports in a 13-mile radius? 
Answer. As we understand this question, the center of the 13-mile 
circle would be the control tower at Burke Airport. According to 
our survey, based on a Washington Local Aeronautical Chart pub- 
lished by the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey dated August 
2, 1955, we find that there are 6 minor airports within a 13-mile radius 
of the proposed Burke Airport. These are: 
1. Fort Belvoir, Va., which has 1 hard-surface strip 4,800 feet 
long. 
2. Washington/Virginia Airport which is a sod field with 2,800 
feet usable length. 
3. Falls Church, Va., which has a single sod strip 2,800 feet 
long. . 
4. Manassas (Le Beau) which has a sod field with a maximum 
usable area of 1,800 feet. 
5. Manassas Airport which also is a sod field with a maximum 
usable distance of 2,100 feet. 
6. Beacon Field, Va., which has 1 hard surface strip 2,300 feet 
long. 
The Alexandria or Hybla Valley Airport, we understand, has been 
sold for a real-estate development and should not be considered. 
An examination of Friendship Airport reveals that there are also 6 
small airports within a 13-mile radius. They are: 
1. Beltsville, Md., which has 2 strips, the longer being 4,400 feet 
hard surfaced. 
2. Fort Meade, Md., which has a hard surfaced strip 1,800 feet 
long. | 
3. Glen Burnie (Whipp) has a sod field with 2,700 feet of maximum 
usable area. 
4. Glen Burnie (Whipp) Seaplane Base which has a maximum 
usable water area 5,400 feet in length. 
5. Rutherford Airport near Rockdale, Md., is a sod field with 
2,100 feet maximum usable area. 
6. Harbor Field which has paved runways, the longest indicated as 
4,400 feet in length. 
It is our experience that traffic from these small airports, when 
properly regulated, does not interfere with operation of a major 
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facility such as Andrews, Washington National, or Burke. Because 
of their very small size, they cannot, in themselves, accommodate 
many aircraft and because of their lack of nawgational aids, instru- 
ment traffic is never generated by such facilities. In Senator Butler’s 
answer to this question, he further quotes from Technical Develop- 
ment Report No. 187 mentioned earlier which was prepared by the 
Technical Development and Evaluation Center in Indianapolis, Ind. 
The remarks quoted are contained in the introduction to this report 
which recognized that they would have to take into account both the 
Dahlgren and the Quantico danger areas. This was done and, using 
the air-traffic-control simulator at Indianapolis, this technical report 
recommended realinement of the major runways at Burke from a 
north/northeast direction to a north/south direction. Therefore, 
moving to the conclusions in this report which account for the Quantico 
danger area, we respectfully quote: 

“1. Because of the location of the Quantico danger area, a straight- 
in jet letdown is not possible with the north/ northeast instrument 
runway alinement originally proposed for Burke Airport. 

“2. Simulation tests indicate that the Dumfries system used 
coordination with a north/south layout of instrument runways at 
Burke Airport would permit the most efficient flow of traffic in and 
out of the three airports in the Washington terminal area. This 
system provides the following advantages for Burke Airport traffic: 

“(a) Straight-in jet approach for north landings. 

“(b) Alternate VOR or ILS approaches for north landings, 
“(c) VOR approach for south landings. 

“(d) Low controller workload. 

“(e) Flexible ARTC routings to equalize holding stacks.” 

On page 4 of the letter, starting with item (2), we feel sure that 
there might be some understanding as to why the Statler Hotel has 
been selected as the starting point for ground travel comparison tests 
between various sites. We wish to reassure you and Senator Butler 
that the selection of the Statler Hotel as this starting point was not 
done at random. The CAA has explained the use of the Statler, based 
on very sound reasoning. Picture if you will an area bounded on the 
west by 22d Street, on the north by Massachusetts Avenue, on the 
east by North Capitol Street, on the south by Independence Avenue 
and you have a tract of land that generates 44.7 percent of the Dis- 
trict’s enplaned passenger traffic. In a recent study, using data from 
the Bureau of the Census, CAA, CAB and from the } Market Research 
Company of America, careful efforts were made to trace the origin of 
passengers using Washington National Airport. In 1954, residents of 
Washington were responsible for 45 percent of the incoming traffic. 
The remaining 55 percent, therefore, was generated by persons residing 
elsewhere. It should be noted that 72.2 percent of the total hotel 
rooms are located in the area mentioned above. It is for this reason 
that the scheduled airlines have located their main traffic offices in 
this area where 44.7 percent of the business is destined. We are 
st bmitting to you for ready reference a copy of this origin and destina- 
tion study. We believe this study will assist in answering the first 
question under item (2) and further explains the reason for the great 
concentration of airline ticket offices in the vicinity of the Hotel 
Statler and the Mayflower, 
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With reference to the next question concerning improvements in 
surface traffic facilities, we have no comment other than to agree that 
improvements could be made in surface traffic facilities either to the 
Burke or the Friendship site. 

The next question is: “How important is the time differential 
between Burke and Friendship?” 

Answer. Since 1938, when the scheduled airlines served 386 cities 
at home and abroad, they have increased the number of cities served 
to 695. Out of all these cities served, very few of them would have the 
travel time disadvantage that would result if Friendship was selected 
as a second airport for Washington. It is apparent, from a review of 
the 23 cities selected as examples of excessive travel time, that these 
times of ‘40 minutes or more” are the amount of time a passenger 
should allow for leaving the downtown area, driving to the airport, 
and allowing for formalities at both ends. In fact, Friendship would 
top this list of airports if time were allowed for driving from Wash- 
ington plus formalities. It is desirable not to create another situation 
of excessive travel. It should be further noted that a large percentage 
of passengers arriving in Washington desire to transfer to another 
carrier for destination other than Washington. Such coterminal 
transfers could be easily accomplished between Burke and Washington 
National. Such transfers between Friendship and Washington 
National would be nearly impossible. Carrying this a step further, 
on transfer of mail, express and air cargo, duplication of short-haul 
service to Baltimore would be required to accomplish flexibility which 
would cause even more overcrowding and thereby defeating the 
coterminal principle. 

Under item (3), “Does Friendship have the capacity to serve a 
co-air terminal for the Washington area?” 

Answer, Friendship Airport is an excellent facility and is not 
operating, at the present time, to capacity. 

Question. When would the facilities at Friendship and Burke be 
available? 

Answer. Answered in the previous question. Facilities at Friend- 
ship are ready to accommodate growth for the Baltimore community. 
Estimates on the completion of an airport at Burke have been sub- 
mitted by the CAA to the Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

Question. What are the comparative costs to the taxpayers from 
the use of Friendship as compared with the cost of Burke? 

Answer. While no detailed engineering estimate has come to our 
attention regarding improvements to Friendship, these might well 
run close to the figure required to ready Andrews Air Force Base for 
a coterminal. The added cost of ground transportation between 
Baltimore and Washington would be a continuing penalty to the 
traveling public who also are taxpayers. Ability to interchange from 
long-haul to short-haul as can be done between Idlewild and La- 
Guardia or as could be done between Burke and National would be 
nullified. 

Question. What are the respective reactions of the people living 
near Friendship and Burke to the thought of having their neighboring 
facility become Washington’s coair terminal? 

Answer. It should be recognized that there is a hard core of some 
25 to 35 people in the Burke area who are vocal in their opposition to 
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the Burke Airport. "The Broyhill poll in Fairfax County indicates 
that a majority of those answering the poll were for the Burke Airport. 
In the manner how one interprets this poll, it can only be concluded 
that the people of Fairfax County are not opposed to this project. 

Question. Is the position of the airlines with respect to the time and 
distance to and from Friendship from downtown Washington con- 
sistent with the views they had expressed in connection with similar 
problems in other sections of the country? 

Answer. In the example selected, namely, Detroit, the 2 airports 
in question are only 6 miles apart. The majority of the airlines argue 
that it would be better to develop a site northeast of Detroit with 
reduced time for all air-carrier operations. The question at Detroit 
is not one of coterminal operation but one may well develop if all 
air-carrier operations are moved on to Wayne-Major Airport. Exist- 
ing traffic at Wayne-Major plus airline operations from Willow Run 
will immediately create a saturated situation at Wayne-Major and 
will only hasten the day when the northeast facility must be developed. 
Therefore, it would appear that $30 million might be expended at 
Wayne-Major plus another $30 million plus for the development of 
a northeast airport. No double standard exists in this situation. 
In fact, the airlines are looking a little further ahead as they have in 
the matter of Friendship and believe it is better for money to be 
spent once and not twice. 

Question. Even if Burke Airport, after proper public hearings where 
appropriate questions were asked of and answered by the interested 
parties, were selected as Washington’s second airport, would it not be 
advisable to immediately, in the interim, designate Friendship Airport 
as Washington’s second airport? 

Answer. Senator Butler’s assumption relative to safety at Wash- 
ington National Airport is in error. While it is agreed that the airport 
has reached its saturation point, Senator Butler overlooks the fact 
that CAA air-traffic control procedures regulate traffic flow and there- 
by maintain a level which assures provision of accepted standards of 
safe separation between aircraft. The result is delayed flights and, 
in some instances, canceled flights. Safety is always given prime 
consideration. ‘The problem, therefore, is one of providing adequate 
and reliable service to the traveling public on those flights now operat- 
ing at Washington National Airport. It must be remembered that it 
is the passenger that must be served in a convenient and reliable man- 
ner. The Washington passenger may be willing to suffer temporary 
inconveniences, but cannot be expected to support such poor service 
on a regular basis any more than a Baltimore passenger would have 
been satisfied to be relegated to use of Washington National Airport 
in lieu of a Baltimore airport. 

In conclusion we know of no other problem that has received such 
detailed study over so many years. On this last, I am sure that you 
will agree since you have so materially assisted and participated in 
these studies. ‘To delay further, as has been suggested to you, may 
prove disastrous. 

Sincerely, 
Minton W. ARNOLD, 
Vice President, Operations and Engineering. 
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Exuisit D 
APRIL 25, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN: Through the courtesy of Harold I. Baynton 
and Wayne T. Geissinger of the committee staff, a copy of the letter 
addressed to you on Apr il 17, 1956, by Gen. Milton W. Arnold, vice 
president, operations and engineering, Air Transport Association of 
America, in respect to the determination of a second airport to serve 
the Nation’s Capital, has been brought to my attention. As you might 
expect, I have studied General Arnold’s remarks very carefully and 
without intending to prolong this discussion, it seems to me that a 
few comments by way of rebuttal must be made. 

Before dealing point-by-point with General Arnold’s statement let 
me say that after giving it careful and objective study I would be less 
than candid if I did not teli you that in my opinion the general has 
raised more questions than he has answered. However, after doing 
so, instead of advising this committee to proceed promptly with public 
hearings directed specifically to Burke versus Friendship the general 
advises that we should abandon this time-tested and Wakntoven pro- 
cedure in favor of unquestioned acceptance of his partial views. This 
I cannot countenance, and I am sure that you hd the other members 


of this committee to whom I am sending a copy of this letter will agree. 
Turning now to General Arnold’s letter, point by point, for the 
sake of convenience I shall repeat each of the questions in the sequence 


to which they are referred by General Arnold. 

Question. According to CAA recommendations how far apart should 
instrument landing airports be? 

Comment. General Arnold, in his answer, agrees that a minimum 
spacing of 20 miles between instrument landing airports, as prescribed 
in the Airspace Panel of the Air Coordinating Committee and before 
the Airport Use Panel of the Air Coordinating Committee, is ideal, 
but he goes on to say that with proper air-traffic controls airports 
can be simultaneously operated when divided by less than this dis- 
tance. Let us agree for the moment that this is true, but at obvious 
handicaps in handling traffic. It would, therefore, appear even to a 
novice that the closer the airports, the more complicated the air- 
traffic problem becomes. When compounded under instrument con- 
ditions there obviously must be delays in the handling of flights such 
as the general emphasizes in the last paragraph on page 6 of his 
letter. Carried to its logical extreme this type of reasoning brings 
General Arnold to the conclusion that National Airport is safe because 
of the added and more rigid safety measures taken to meet the in- 
creasing traffic. If National is really thus made safe, what’s all the 
fuss about? Well, the answer is simple; the more traffic you have 
causing you to inv yoke more and more rigid, split-second safety pre- 
cautions, the more you are increasing the probability that someone 
is going to slip up, somewhere, sometime—causing the catastrophe 
we are all trying to avert. In short, to try to excuse the air congestion 
at Burke, as General Arnold has done, by saying that you can cut 
down the risk there by instituting extraordinary precautionary meas- 
ures is to beg the question of Burke’s suitability and in so doing to 
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reveal Burke's deficiencies more graphically than anything I, alayman, 
could possibly say. 

ee What distance separates Burke and National Airports? 

omment. In my letter of April 9 it was indicated that the distance 
between Washington National Airport and the proposed site at Burke, 
Va., is 12 miles. “Chis distance was measured from the outer perimeters 
of both locations, using the shortest distance between the two. General 
Arnold, on the other hand, uses the distance from control tower to 
control tower. In the opinion of others it is felt that the air-traffic 
pattern surrounding the airports, and not the location of the terminals, 
is the deciding factor. On this basis the distance is substantially 
less than 12 miles, as contrasted with 14.74 miles as cited by General 
Arnold. 

Question. What distance separates Friendship and Andrews Air 
Force Base? 

Comment. Here again the outer perimeters of Friendship Inter- 
national Airport and Andrews Air Force Base have been used to 
measure the distance between these two facilities. My letter of 
April 9 uses 25 miles while General Arnold uses 27.4 miles between 
the control towers—a difference of 2.4 miles. 

Question. If Burke is selected, is it true that there will be a con- 
centration of 6 major and 5 smaller airports in a 13-mile radius? 

Comment. The 13-mile radius as suggested by the above question 
was selected as reflecting a point halfway between the proposed Burke 
Airport and Andrews Air Force Base. That point is approximately 
a mile south of Alexandria, Va., and the radii encompasses the planned 
airport at Burke, Washington National Airport, the Anacostia Naval 
Air Station, Bolling Air Force Base and Andrews Air Force Base. 
The sixth airport, major or minor depending on varying viewpoint, 
located at Fort Belvoir, Va., has a 4,800-foot strip capable of handling 
transport-type aircraft and some of the jet fighters. 

As to the six smaller airports cited by General Arnold, they un- 
doubtedly constitute a minor problem since instrument-operated 
aircraft would be rarely involved. But on the contrary, six major 
airports within a 13-mile radius of Alexandria, all quite active, cannot 
be ignored in terms of creating an airspace problem. 

On page 4 General Arnold mentions a study dealing with the origin 
and destination of passenger traffic within this general vicinity. 
While I have not seen this study, obviously the Nation’s Capital 
receives a considerable quantity of out-of-town visitors, and it can be 
safely assumed that a substantial number of these persons use hotels 
in the Statler-Mayflower area. It follows also that all of the visitors 
arriving in Washington are not deposited at the hotels and that a 
sizable portion of this traffic is traceable to residential destinations. 

Concerning improvements in surface traffic facilities, General 
Arnold apparently assumes that the traffic problem on Shirley High- 
way to the Burke site could be easily corrected. In my view, this 
could only be done through the construction of a new highway, or 
through the addition of at least one lane in each direction to the 
present highway. Then, too, there still remains the “bottleneck” 
at the bridges over the Potomac River. Moreover, there is no need 
to speculate about the improvements being made in the direction of 
Friendship. ‘They are already under construction and will cut the 
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ground-travel time differential, now 15 minutes in favor of Burke, 
to 10 minutes or less. 

Question. How important is the time differential between Burke 
and Friendship? 

Comment: Any solution to this problem should contemplate a 
delineation between short-haul and long-haul flights in which visitors 
from short-haul points such as New York, Philadelphia and so on, 
could continue to use Washington National Airport. The air traveler 
from Chicago, Kansas City, New Orleans, San Francisco, Los Angeles, 
Denver and Seattle would not be materially inconvenienced by an 
additional 10 or 15 minutes in ground travel time from Friendship to 
a downtown Washington hotel. This brief handicap is in my opinion 
gy overstated. Take, for example, the traveler from Chicago to 

Vashington late last Friday night. After landing, 30 minutes were 
consumed in obtaining his baggage and another full 10 minutes passed 
before the limousine finally left for downtown Washington. Better 
baggage handling facilities at the more modern Friendship Airport 
certainly cannot be overlooked in these considerations. This 30- 
minute baggage delay at Washington National is not unusual. It 
has been standard procedure for the past 13 years and many have 
come forward saying that they have waited as long as 45 minutes. 
Yet, contrary to the general’s inferences, these delays ete not resulted 
in a decrease of air travel in and out of Washington. 

Question. When would the facilities at Friendship and Burke be 
available? 

Comment: In the middle of page 5, General Arnold states“ Facilities 
at Friendship are ready to accommodate growth for the Baltimore 
community.” To this I say, most emphatically, that there has been 
no growth. Actually there has been a decline in service, a fact which 
is substantiated by a proposed petition for an investigation of the 
adequacy of Baltimore’s air service now pending before the Civil 
Aeronautics Board. Friendship is ready and able to handle substantial 
overflow from Washington National. 

Question. What are the comparative costs to the taxpayers from 
the use of Friendship as compared with the cost of Burke? 

Comment: General Arnold responds “While no detailed engineering 
estimate has come to our attention regarding improvements to 
Friendship, these might well run close to the figure required to ready 
Andrews Air Force Base for a co-terminal.” ‘This is no answer. It 
is an argument. And based on what? Nothing. The general has 
attempted to create the illusion that additional expenditures would be 
needed for Friendship to accommodate the traffic. There are no 
grounds for such a conclusion. Friendship is a large airport with a 
runway capable of handling jet aircraft of the 1960 variety. If the 
committee feels the need of further substantiation on this point, I 
would suggest that it obtain from the Civil Aeronautics Authority 
maps indicating the runway layouts at other airports such as Phila- 
delphia, O’Hare, and LaGuardia. On their face when compared to 
Friendship these maps will, make it readily apparent to all that the 
runway facilities at Friendship are excellent. 

As to the general's comments on the cost of ground transportation, 
he would have us believe that the outlay per passenger weal be sub- 
stantial. In Washington the limousine charge is $1, about the lowest 
in the country by reason of the airport’s closeness to the downtown 
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areas. The cost is $1.35 in New York, even from LaGuardia; $1.65 
at Akron, Ohio, $1.95 from downtown Chicago to O’Hare; and $1.50 
at Detroit and at many other cities throughout the country. At this 
point, it might be well to realize that the mileage from Willow Run 
Airport to downtown Detroit (32 miles) is greater than from Friend- 
ship to downtown Washington (27 miles). Conceivably, the cost of 
limousine service from Friendship to Washington might be $1.50, but 
this is not exhorbitant by comparison or really a cost to the taxpayer. 
It is merely a part of the cost of transportation. However, in bringing 
the matter up General Arnold has performed a service. He has shown 
that here, too, is another factor which should be considered by this 
committee before choosing Burke or Friendship. How would limou- 
sine service charges to Friendship compare with those to Burke? 

There is probably more of a problem in New York than in Washing- 
ton in connection with the transfer of passengers between the two 
airports, Idlewild and LaGuardia. A very large percentage of the 
traffic changes planes or carriers in New York. That problem existed 
there long before the start of helicopter service between the New York 
airports—service which helped alleviate the condition. It is solved 
by properly routing the traffic to the airport where the transfer is 
desired. ‘The same applies to the transfer of mail, express, and air 
cargo. 

Question. What are the respective reactions of the people living 
near Friendship and Burke to the thought of having their neighboring 
facility become Washington’s co-air terminal? 

Comment. General Arnold places great emphasis upon the inex- 
haustive ‘Broyhill poll” in Fairfax County, Va., but he ignores the 
observation by Congressman Joel T. Broyhill, in his letter to me of 
March 22, 1956, reading as follows: “I am concerned primarily with 
those most affected, namely the Burke areas, and I have, therefore, 
reiterated my opposition to the proposed Burke air terminal project.” 

And again I must ask, is it not unthinkable that this committee 
would decide this important question of Burke versus Friendship 
without getting and giving great weight to the opinions of all 4 Senators 
and the 2 Governors involved, as well as other vitally interested 
parties? 

Question. Is the position of the airlines with respect to the time and 
distance to and from Friendship from downtown Washington con- 
sistent with the views they had expressed in connection with similar 
problems in other sections of the country? 

Comment. Let us return to the example selected in my letter of 
April 9, 1956, namely Detroit. It seems desirable to clarify the posi- 
tion of the airlines and the Air Transport Association with respect to 
moving from Willow Run to Wayne Major, a suggestion which has 
been advanced by the city of Detroit. 

The advantage to Detroit travelers would be that Wayne Major is 
8 miles, or 12 minutes of traveling time, closer to downtown Detroit. 
The airlines have objected to this proposal on’ the basis that the 8 
road miles or 12 minutes of time savings for the public is not worth 
the cost involved. It is estimated that an expenditure of $30 million 
would be necessary to extend the runways at Wayne Major and to 
construct a terminal and needed hangars. In addition, the airlines 
would incur the moving expenses estimated to range between $500,000 
and $1 million. 
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Also, it is the feeling that an air traffic problem would thus be 
created since Willow Run, once vacated, would probably be used by 
the military and the Air National Guard. Finally, it is believed that 
the airlines prefer a new airport for Detroit in an area northeast of the 
city and such a facility would of course cost substantially more than 
$30 million. I believe, if I am not mistaken, that such an airport 
would actually have to be built in Canada. 

In 1946, the airlines had a choice between Wayne Major and Willow 
Run. They chose Willow Run because of the available hangars, one 
of which was later converted into a terminal. Thus, at that time, they 
were willing to sacrifice 12 minutes to have something readily available 
and without cost, such as we now offer in the case of Friendship Air- 
port. 

Their present concern is also the air traffic problem. The distance 
between the two airports of approximately 6 air miles is not much 
different, in my opinion, than the distance of 12 miles, as would exist 
between Burke and National. What they are saying is that on the 
one hand, at Detroit such a short distance creates a serious air space 
problem and on the other hand, at Burke it creates no problem at all, 
or a problem which can be handled by the installation of split-second 
safety requirements. 

General Arnold says the airlines in Detroit are looking ahead, and 
with this I agree. However, it might be well to look even a little 
further ahead in terms of the rapid development in air transports, 
helicopters, engines, possible buchen power plants, and so on. It 
might be desirable to have airports much more distant from our 
metropolitan areas than we now visualize. 

Question. Even if Burke Airport, after proper public hearings where 
appropriate questions were asked of and answered by the interested 

arties, were selected as Washington’s second airport, would it not 
be advisable to immediately, in the interim, designate Friendship Air- 
port as Washington’s second airport? 

Comment: General Arnold has gratuitously attributed to me an 
assumption relative to safety at Washington’s National Airport. 
However, on this score his quarrel should not be with me but rather 
with the March 6, 1956, report of the Aviation Subcommittee of this 
committee wherein it is stated: 

“* * * the amount of traffic and congestion at the Washington 
National Airport has increased at an alarming rate and the situation 
has become increasingly critical * * *. The dangerous situation at 
the Washington National Airport is worsening with the passage of 
time * * * A disaster at the airport, because of the growing 
pressure on its facilities, which no one wants, should not be necessary 
to focus public attention on this problem.” 

And, in his answer the general admits that National Airport has 
reached the saturation point. This being so, how can it handle the 
inevitable growth in traffic between now and the time that Burke 
could be built and placed in operation? Seemingly, he would prefer, 
while stepping up the tempo of safety measures, thereby increasing 
the probability of human error, in the meantime to either reject the 
traffic or subject it to flight cancellations and flight delays. As to his 
observation of Baltimore passengers using National Airport, the 
answer is that the service given Baltimore is so poor that a great 
many Baltimoreans have no choice but to come to Washington. In 
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fact, one national airline advertises its Washington schedules in the 
Baltimore newspapers. In this same connection, an article appearing 
in the March 12, 1956, edition of the Washington Post and Times 
Herald contains this statement: ‘Scheduled airlines using National are 
ready to add 49 daily flights to their Washington runs, but cannot 
because of crowding, a CAA representative said last week.” 

The inconsistency of General Arnold’s position is clearly evident 
by the last sentence of his letter reading, ‘To delay further, as has 
been suggested to you, may prove disastrous.” Yet, in the directly 
previous paragraph he says there is no problem of safety at Washington 
National. Completely silent is he on the question of safety during 
the period of construction for the airport which he so stanchly advo- 
cates, and apparently the organization which he represents prefers to 
blithely ignore the presence of an immediate, realistic, and practical 
solution. 

The length of this letter is regretted, but I feel that these additional 
facts should be placed in the record along with the questionnaire as 
suggested in my letter of April 9. 

When the record is complete, I am confident that the committee 
will join in supporting a remedy to this problem, which on performance 
can only show the way to lasting solution: the immediate, maximum 
utilization of Friendship International Airport to serve the Nation’s 
Capital in conjunction with Washington’s National Airport. 

With warmest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 
United States Senator. 


Executive E 
Tre Wuitre House 


The White House today made public the following memorandum 

to the President: 
Marcu 16, 1955. 
Memorandum for the President. 
Subject: Report of the Presidential Advisory Committee To Consider 
an Additional Washington Airport. 

Your Committee has agreed that the Federal Government can and 
should, within the framework of existing policy, take a number of 
immediate and constructive steps designed to alleviate congestion at 
the Washington National Airport. A list of such steps is appended. 
They will relieve the immediate congestion. We recognize they may 
not be a long-term solution. The Committee has closely examined 
the feasibility of using Friendship Airport to supplement the capacity 
of the Washington National Airport. We believe that Friendship 
could serve as a supplemental facility for this purpose for some time, 
even though we recognize that it may not provide the best long-range 
solution of Washington’s airport needs. 

If the residents of this area find that, for their maximum conven- 
ience, the most desirable solution would be a separate new airport 
located in relation to the specific requirements of Washington traffic, 
the Federal Government will participate in the development of plans 
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and in the financing of such an airport. The balance of the cost 
should be financed in the same manner as in all other civilian airport 
construction in the continental United States, i. e., by the affected 
communities and the air transport industry. 

If the foregoing recommendations have your approval, your Advis- 
ory Committee suggests that they be publicly announced, perhaps by 
authorizing the release of the above report. Simultaneously an invita- 
tion should be extended to officials of State and local governments in 
this area to discuss with officials of the Department of Commerce 
problems of local and industry financing of construction of a second 
air port if the communities so desire. 


Rowand R. Huaues, Chairman, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
Harop E. TALBOTT, 
Secretary of the Air Force 
(For the Secretary of Defense). 


Funds will be sought to accomplish maximum utilization of the 
existing Washington National Airport by more than one-third increase 
in gate positions, substantial improvements in baggage-handling facili- 
ties, expansion and modernization of fueling facilities, improved run- 
way and taxiway lighting, and expanded and repaved parking areas. 

As many adjustments as are militarily feasible will be made in the 
operations of neighboring Bolling, and Anacostia airfields including 
the closer regulation of instrument landings whenever the weather 
imposes instrument conditions on the Washington National Airport. 

Washington National Airport will be relieved of all Government 
flights except those of high rank and urgency. 

verything practicable will be done to provide facilities at Wash- 
ington National Airport to accommodate the expanding airline in- 
dustry. To that end the Government will provide an additional 
hangar for use by airlines. 

Long-range plans will be developed to determine the feasibility of 
relocating all flight activities presently conducted at Bolling and 
Anacostia, 

In the interest of flight safety, the Government will undertake to 
designate a high density control zone in the Washington terminal 
area, and prescribe therein special requirements for the safety and 
efficiency of flight operations. 

In the use of airspace, all affected branches of the Government, 
both military and civilian, will cooperate with civil aviation in the 
Washington terminal area in every way possible without impairment 
of essential military and vital Government operations. 


O 
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May 17 (legislative day, May 7), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 





Mr. Maanuson, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 3275 


— 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3275) to establish a sound and comprehensive 
national policy with respect to the development, conservation for 
preservation, management and use of fisheries resources, to create and 
prescribe the functions of the United States Fisheries Commission, 
and for other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably 
thereon with amendments and recommend that the bill as amended 
do pass, 


Fietp INVESTIGATIONS 


In June 1955 many representatives of the fisheries industry notified 
the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of serious 
domestic problems facing the industry. A staff member was dis- 
patched to California ports to investigate a erisis in the tuna industry 
and a report was forwarded to Washington on July 2, 1955, confirming 
the reports that almost the entire tuna fleet was tied up to the docks 
loaded with cargoes of tuna they could not sell due to the market being 
filled with imported tuna. 

Bristol Bay and other Alaska fishing ports reported in August 1955, 
failures of Alaska salmon runs and requested committee investiga- 
tions. A staff report submitted to the committee told of great con- 
cern in Alaska and on the Pacific coast over the depleted salmon runs. 

On the basis of reports and requests submitted to the committee, 
the chairman decided to hold committee hearings along the Pacific 
coast and in Alaska to hear firsthand, and take testimony, regarding 
conditions facing the fishing industry. 
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HEARINGS CONDUCTED BY THE COMMITTEE 


Accompanied by Senator Andrew Schoeppel, Senator Warren 
Magnuson conducted hearings as follows: 

October 10 and 11 hearings held in Anchorage, Alaska; October 14 
and 15 in Juneau, Alaska; October 17, 18, and 19 in Seattle, Wash. ; 
October 31 in San Francisco, Calif.; November 2 and 3 in San Pedro, 
Calif.; December 5 in Tacoma, Wash. 

Testimony was recorded of over 200 witnesses who told of adverse 
conditions prevailing in the fisheries industry, and additional reports 
from interested persons were filed with the committee. 


DrarFtinGc oF Fisneries Bitt S. 3275 


As a result of an exhaustive study to provide relief for the industry 
and to provide a means of stabilizing our fisheries, on February 22, 
1956, Senator Magnuson and Senator Kuchel introduced the original 
S. 3275 and on March 1, 1956, a companion bill, S. 3339, was intro- 
duced to provide a fisheries stabilization and loan program. 

During the week of March 19-25, 1956, hearings were held in Wash- 
ington, D. C., on S. 3275, S. 3339, and S. 2379. Leading representa- 
tives of the industry from all parts of the country reviewed and dis- 
cussed the bills with the committee. In general, the witnesses en- 
dorsed all three bills with some amendments and recommended pass- 
age of the bills. Government agencies registered opposition to all 
three bills, as did several fish importers not directly affected by pro- 
visions contained in the bills. 


REVISION oF S. 3275 


At the close of the committee hearings, a special delegation of fish- 
eries oe ntatives from the Atlantic and Pacific coasts met with 
committee legal and staff advisers, Senator Magnuson and Senator 
Kuckel, and the revised S. 3275 committee print was redrafted to meet 
the views of the industry. The revised committee print of S. 3275, 
of March 30, 1956, was mailed to 2,000 persons and organizations in 
the industry. 

Upon receiving almost unanimous support and no objections for the 
revised S. 3275 from all segments of the industry, Senator Magnuson 
and Senator Kuchel, on April 9, 1956, introduced the revised S. 3275, 
and it was placed on the table for cosponsors for 1 week. Tw enty- 
eight Senators joined in sponsoring the bill which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on April 23, 1956. 

Printed copies of the substitute bill, S. 3275, were mailed to wit- 
nesses appearing at the hearings and others interested. The following 
endorsements have been received from industry leaders to date: 
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LisTINGS OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS OTHER THAN SENATORS WHO 
Have ADVOCATED AND ENDORSED THE ÅMENDED SUBSTITUTE S. 3275 


Name of organization or person 
United States Representatives 
Delegate from Alaska. 


and 


Alaska Territorial Fisheries Board ~~~ 

California State Legislative Council... 

Louisiana State Wild Life and Fisheries 
Commission. 

Mayor and Special Fisheries Advisory 
Council. 

Alaska Fishermen’s Union__.____-.--- 

Vessel owners and fishermen from Ju- 
neau, Hoonah, Angoon, Sitka, and 
Pelican, Alaska. 

Bering Sea Fishermen’s Union... --- 

Fishermen’s Marketing Association of 
Washington. 

North Pacific Fisheries Association, Inc., 
Seattle, Washington. 

Puget Sound Purse Seiners Association. 

Puget Sound Gil Netters Association... 

Puget Sound Drum Seiners Association. 

Fishermen’s Cooperative Association, 
Seattle, Wash. 

Deep Sea Fishermen’s Union of the Pa- 
cific. 

Southeastern Alaska Purse Seine Vessel 
Owners Association. 

Wakefield: Fisheries... ~~ ooonusccaccus 

Rocky Mountain Trout Farmers, Inc.. 

Maine Sardine Packers Association, 
Ine. 

Southeastern Alaska Seine Boat Own- 
ers Association. 

Tacoma Shipbuilders Association, Ta- 
coma, Wash 

The Texas Shrimp Association, Browns- 
ville, Tex. 

Massachusetts Fisheries, Boston, Mass. 

International Longshoremen’s Union, 
Washington, D. C. 
Toledo Commercial Fishermen’s Coop- 
erative, Curtice, Ohio. 
Oyster Institute of North 
Annapolis, Md. 

Sea Food Producers Association, New 
Bedford, Mass. 

Fishermen’s Cooperative Association of 
San Pedro, Calif. 

American Tuna Boat Association - . -- 

Fishermen’s Union Loeal 33, affiliated 
with the International Longshoremen 


America, 


and Warehousemen’s Union, San 
Pedro, Calif. 
Cannery Workers and Fishermen’s 
Union of San Diego, Calif., and 
International Association of Ma- 


chinists, Lodge No. 389, AFL-CIO, 
San Diego, Calif. 


Number of persons in industry represented 


15 separate House bills introduced. 
House Members awaiting action by 
Senate. 


5 members. 


City of Gloucester, Mass, 


3,700 industry workers, 
350 fishermen, 


1,200 fishermen. 
100 trawler vessel owners. 


800 fishermen. 


170 vessel owners. 

750 fishermen and boat owners. 
25 vessel owners. 

350 trawling vessel owners. 


800 fishermen. 
48 vessel owners. 


Operators of King Crab Fisheries, 
Bering Sea, 
20 members. 


34 members. 


11 shipbuilding concerns, builders of 


modern fishing vessels. 


7,500 fishermen. 


500 members Pacific and Atlantic Oyster 
Growers. 


140 purse seine vessel owners, represents 
1,400 fishermen. 

165 tuna clipper owners. 

1,000 fishermen. 


750 cannery workers, 2,050 fishermen. 
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Name of organization or person Number of persons in industry represented 


San Diego and San Pedro Tuna Fish- 3,000 fishermen’s wives. 
ermen’s Wives Association. 
Halibut and Puget Sound Gil Net 1,000 fishermen’s wives. 
Fishermen’s Wives Association, 
Washington State. 
California Canners Association, Inc.... Representing 13 independent canneries 
in California. 
National Fisheries Institute Representing 600 fish processor and mar- 
keting concerns in all sections of the 
United States. 
AFL-CIO Seine Line Fishermen’s 
Union, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Ketchikan, Alaska, Chamber of Com- 
merce. 
Fishermen’s Cooperative Auxiliary, San 
_ Pedro, Calif. 
Commercial Fishermen’s Fraternity 600 members. 
Society, California, Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Alaska. 
Northwest Reefer Association 15 refrigerated vessel owners. 
F. E. Booth Co., Ine Fisheries marketing concern Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts, 
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association, 
Petersburg, Alaska. 
James Sullivan, president, San Diego San Diego Port Authority. 
Harbor Association. 
Bernard Lorino, Hendrix Fish Market.. Houston, Tex. 
A. Powers, Dorchester, Mass... ` Fisherman. 
Atlantic Lobstermen’s Cooperative As- 
sociation, Saugus, Mass. 
Rio Grande Shrimp Fishermen’s As- 
sociation, Brownsville, Tex. 
Tom Swensen, Kodiak, Alaska Independent fisherman, 
Tim Panamaroff, Kodiak, Alaska... Do. 
Fairbanks, Morse & Co., Seattle, Wash.. Makers of diesel engines, 
Chase Seafood Co., Everett, Wash Fish packers. 
East End Fishermen’s Association, 287 members. 
New Orleans, La. 
A. J. Wegman, Pass Christian, Miss. ... 


In addition to the sponsors of the amended bill, S. 3275, listed 
in this report, hundreds of letters were received by Senators and 
House Members in support of the Wilson bill, H. R. 8001, which set 
forth many of the general principles included in S. 3275. 


Tug REPoRTED BILL 


Since April 23, 1956, when the substitute for S. 3275 was presented 
to the Senate, numerous conferences have been held in which various 
members of the committee have participated with persons interested 
in fisheries legislation. As a result of such conferences, the basic 
principles of the substitute are retained and it is also provided that 
the Chairman of the new Fisheries Commission is to be designated 
by the President and is also to serve as an Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior for Fisheries and in that capacity is to be the head of a new 
Fisheries Division in the Department of the Interior. This division 
is to be entirely separate from the Wildlife Service. There follows 
a section by section analysis of the reported bill. 
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SECTION 1 


The first section of the bill provides that it may be cited as the 
“Fisheries Act of 1956.” 


SECTION 2 


This section contains a comprehensive declaration of policy which 
recognizes the important place that fish and shellfish resources have in 
the national economy and the material contribution which they make 
to the food supply, health, recreation and well-being of our citizens. 
It is also provided that the act is to be administered with due regard 
to the inherent right of every citizen and resident of the United States 
to engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment and betterment, 
and with the intent of stimulating the development of a strong, 
prosperous, efficient and thriving fishery and fish-processing industry. 


SECTION 38 


This section provides that there shall be a Fisheries Division in the 
Department of the Interior, the administrative functions of which 
shall be administered by the Chairman of the United States Fisheries 
Commission created by section 4 under the direction and supervision 
of the Secretary of the Interior. The functions, powers, duties, and 
authority of the Fish and Wildlife Service relating primarily to fish, 
fisheries, whales, hairseals and sea lions, and related matters, are 
transferred to the Fisheries Division from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, together with the funds, records, and personnel which the 
Secretary of the Interior determines to be primarily related to and 
necessary for the excercise of such functions, powers, duties and 
authority. The Fish and Wildlife Service is hereafter to be known as 
the Wildlife Service. 

The functions of the Secretary of the Interior provided for by the 
bill are to be exercised through the new Fisheries Division. These 
functions include the conduct of continuing investigations, the prepara- 
tion and dissemination of information, and the making of periodical 
reports to the public, to the President, and to the Congress, with 
respect to various matters relating to fisheries operations. 

This section also provides for transferring to the Secretary of the 
Interior all administrative functions of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of Commerce, and the head of any other department or 
agency which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines 
relate primarily to the development, advancement, management, con- 
servation, and protection of fisheries, but without modifying the au- 
thority of the Department of State or the Secretary thereof to negotiate 
fisheries agreements or conventions or with respect to international 
fisheries commissions operating under conventions to which the United 
States is a party. The necessary transfers of personnel, property, 
records and funds are also made, and the Secretary is authorized to 
secure the advice and assistance of other departments and agencies 
of the Government in carrying out the provisions of the bill. 


SECTION 4 


This section provides for a United States Fisheries Commission of 
five members within the Department of the Interior, and responsible 
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directly to the Secretary thereof. The members are to be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
The President is to designate the Chairman of the Commission, and 
the Chairman is also to administer the Fisheries Division of the 
Department as Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fisheries. 
Except for the original appointees, the members of the Commission 
are to have 5-year terms of office. Not less than three members of 
the Commission are to have practical knowledge of fishing conditions 
and of the problems confronting the fisheries. 

The primary responsibility of the Commission is the formulation of 
all policies necessary in the administration by the Department of the 
Interior, including the Fisheries Division, of the laws relating to 
fishing and fisheries. 

The Commission also has broad authority to develop and recom- 
mend measures to assure maximum production of fish and fishery 
products, and to prevent unnecessary and excessive fluctuations 
therein, to study the economic condition of the industry, to make 
recommendations for credit relief and other stabilization measures, 
to develop special promotional and informational activities to stimu- 
late the consumption of fishery products, and recommend changes in 
the activities of the Fisheries Division to conform to the policies 
developed by the Commission. 

The Commission is also to cooperate with the Secretary of State in 
providing representation at all international meetings and conferences 
relating to fisheries, and one member of the Commission is to be a 
member of the negotiating team of the United States delegation 
attending such meetings and conferences. The Secretary of State 
and officials having responsibilities in the fields of technical and eco- 
nomic aid are also to consult with the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Commission to assure that the interests of fisheries are adequately 
represented. 

he Commission is to consult periodically with the various govern- 
mental and private organizations and agencies which have to do with 
any phases of fisheries. 

It is to make an annual report to the Congress, and may make 
legislative recommendations. It is also authorized to report to the 
President and the Congress through the Secretary of the Interior, 
whenever requested by a segment of the domestic industry, as to 
whether there has been a downward trend in the production, employ- 
ment in production, or prices, or a decline in the sales of any domestic 
fisheries product which competes with imported ones, and as to 
whether imports of competitive foreign products have increased. 

The policy functions of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
Commerce and the heads of other departments and agencies are trans- 
ferred to the Commission, together with personnel, records and funds, 
to the extent that the Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines 
that such functions relate primarily to the development, advance- 
ment, management, conservation and protection of fisheries. 


SECTION 5 


This section states that the new Fisheries Division is to be an ad- 
ministrative organization, and that the Commission is to be a policy- 
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making body. These agencies are to work in close cooperation, and 
the personnel and facilities of the Fisheries Division are to be available 
for the Commission. 

SECTION 6 


This section provides that nothing in the act is to be construed to 
interfere with the rights of the States under the Submerged Lands Act 
or otherwise provided by law, or to supersede any regulatory authority 
over fisheries exercised by the States either individually or under 
interstate compacts. It is also provided that the authority of any 
international commission established under a treaty or convention to 
which the United States is a party shall not be interfered with. 


SECTION 7 


This section contains the authority to appropriate such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of the act. 


O 








